*  s 

388.1 
H3h*w 
1982 


PLEASE  RETURN 


A  COMBINED  LOCATION,  DESIGN  &  DEIS  PUBLIC  HEARING 


ITATf  DOCUMENTS  COILECTION 

FEB  .2 -1983 

MONTANA  STATE  LIBRARY 

1515  E.  6th  AVE. 
HELENA,  MONTANA   5>w20 


F-l-2(3) 

HUNGRY  HORSE  -  WEST  GLACIER 
AT 
WEST  GLACIER,  MONTANA 

November  18,  1981 


Transcript  prepared  by 
Department  of  Highways 
Preconstruction  Bureau 
Helena,  MT  59620 
January,  1982 


* 


>x 


<\' 


vy 


/ 


t\ 


^y 


MONTANA  STATE  LIBRARY 

S  388.1  H3hhw  1982  C.1 

A  Combined  location,  design  &  DEIS  publi 


3  0864  00038810  1 


NOTICE   OF    A   COMBINED    HIGHWAY    LOCATION,    DESIGN 
AMD    DRAFT    EIS    PUBLIC    HEARING 


A    Public    Hearing    on    the    Location,    Design    of  the   Hungry   Horse-West  Glacier  project  and 
the    Draft    EIS    prepared    for   that    project   will    be    held   in  the  Conference  Training   Hall   of 
tne   West    Glacier    Park    Headquarters    Complex    in  West  Glacier,    Montana,    on   November  18, 
1981,     at    7:30  p.m.     Department    of    Highways'    personnel    will    also    be   available   for   an 
informational    session    in    the    afternoon,    from    1:00    p.m.    to    5:00   p.m.,    relating    to   the 
proposed    location    and    major    design    features    of    the    proposed    reconstruction    of    U.S. 
Highway  #2   in    Flathead   County.      THE   PROJECT   begins  at  the  east  end  of  the  bridge  over 
the    South    Fork   of   the    Flathead    River    near   the  western   edge  of  Hungry   Horse,    Montana 
and    ends    at   West    Glacier,    Montana.      The    length    of   the    proposed    improvement  is   10.93 
miles. 

The    project   will    consist   of   grading,    plant   mix    bituminous   surfacing,    drainage,    signing, 
striping    and    seeding.      Various    alternatives    including    a    2-lane   design,    a    2-lane    special 
design,    2    different    4-lane    designs    and    the   do-nothing    alternative   will    be   discussed. 
Treatment   of   the  encroachment  on  the  flood   plain  of  the   Flathead   River  will   be  identified. 

W    copy    of    the    Draft    Environmental     lmpact/4F    Statement    report    on    environmental 
considerations    may    be   obtained    at  the   Department  of  Highways   Division  office  in    Kalispell 
or   the    Preconstruction   office   in    Helena   while   supplies    last.      Maps,    drawings  and  other 
background    information    relating    to   this   project  will   be  available  for  public   inspection  and 
copying    at    the    Department  of  Highways  office   in   Helena,    Montana.    The  tentative  schedule 
for    right    of   way    acquisition    and    construction,    as    well    as    relocation    assistance,    will   be 
discussed . 

INVITATION     IS    HEREBY     EXTENDED    TO    ALL     INTERESTED    PERSONS    to    attend    said 
hearing,    and    if   they    so    desire,    submit  written   briefs  or  verbal   statements   regarding  the 
project.       Written    statements    must    be    received    by    November   30,    1981.    They    should    be 
submitted   to  the  Montana   Department  of  Highways,    2701    Prospect,    Helena  MT  59620. 


Dated   this   13th   day  of  October,    1981. 
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The  following  is  a  transcript  of  a  Highway  Department  Public  Hearing  held  in 
the  Conference  Training  Hall  of  Glacier  Park  Headquarters  in  West  Glacier, 
Montana  on  Wednesday,  November  19,  1981  at  7:30  P.M.  relating  to  the  proposed 
location,  major  design  feature,  and  the  DEIS  of  a  highway  construction  project 
on  10.93  miles  of  U.S.  Highway  2,  beginning  at  the  east  end  of  the  bridge  over 
the  south  fork  of  the  Flathead  River  near  the  west  edge  of  West  Glacier  and 
ending  at  West  Glacier,  Montana. 

The  project  will  consist  of  grading,  plant  mix  bituminous  surfacing,  drainage, 
signing,  striping  and  seeding.  Various  alternates,  including  a  2-lane  design, 
a  2-lane  special  design,  2  different  4-lane  designs  and  the  do-nothing  alter- 
nate will  be  discussed. 

The  following  Department  of  Highways  personnel  attended  the  hearing: 

Tom  Barnard,  Supervisor-Division  Construction  Section,  Kalispell 

Jim  Hein,  Supervisor-Field  Right-of-Way  Section,  Great  Falls 

Gordon  Larson,  Supervisor-Consultant  Design  Section,  Helena 

Mark  Leighton,  EIT-Consultant  Design  Section,  Helena 

Kathleen  Ellis,  Department  of  Highways  Attorney 

Bill  Stephenson,  Assistant  Manager-Public  Hearings  Unit,  Helena 

Dan  Bartsch,  Manager-Public  Hearings  Unit,  Helena 

From  the  Consultant's  Office: 

Bob  Peccia,  President 

Barry  Danschen,  Project  Director 

Sub-consultants : 

Monte  Eliason,  Socio-Economic  Studies,  T.A.P. 
Cathy  Ream,  Biological  Study 

From  the  Federal  Highway  Administration: 

Volmer  Jensen,  Division  Administrator,  Helena 

Bill  Dunbar,  Environmental  &  Design  Engineer,  Helena 

John  Ripley,  Attorney,  Denver,  Co. 


TRANSCRIPT 

D.  BARTSCH:     First  of  all,  my  name  is  Dan  Bartsch.   I'm  the  manager  of  the 
Public  Hearings  Unit  for  the  Department  of  Highways.   The  hearing  tonight  is  the 
formal  public  hearing.   It's  kind  of  the  culmination  of  the  several  hearings 
that  all  of  you  people  have  been  to.   I  haven't  even  been  to  one,  so  you  know 
more  about  that  than  I  do .   We  do  have  and  took  into  account  all  that  input 
and  information  that  came  in  on  those  meetings.   Those  meetings  did  not  have 
minutes  prepared,  they  were  just  summarized  and  the  written  comments  and  so 
forth  were  grouped  together  and  put  into  the  thoughts  that  went  into  the  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement.   This  hearing  is  being  taped  recorded.   A 
transcript  will  be  prepared.   That  input  will  be  distributed  to  many  of  the 
federal,  state,  local  agencies  and  most  anyone  who  wishes  a  copy  after  it's 
prepared.   This  input  will  be  added  to  the  Draft  EIS,  Environmental  Impact 
Statement,  and  any  adjustments,  any  additions  dictated  by  this  input  will,  be 
incorporated  in  to  preparing  the  final  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 


Because  of  the  crowd  I'm  gonna  continually  be  asking  for  your  cooperation  so 
that  we  do  not  miss  anyone,  that  we  do  get  everyone's  input,  that  we  get  it 
clearly  so  we  do  record  it  and  are  able  to  take  it  into  consideration.   For 
that  reason  we've  gone  to  a  little  bit  different  procedure  than  I  normally  use. 
We  tried  to  meet  most  of  you  at  the  door  and  advise  you  that  we  had  some 
white  cards  available  for  anyone  who  wishes  to  make  a  position  statement;  a 
statement  about  the  project  or  the  Draft  EIS.   It  would  be  something  in  the 
form  of  a  comment  that  would  not  necessarily  or  would  not  need  a  response. 
You're  telling  us  how  you  feel  about  the  job  or  what  you  feel  that 
you're  opposed  to,  or  that  you're  in  favor  of.   That  will  be  the  first  portion 
of  the  audience  participation  or  the  public  input. 

Also,  in  the  packets  that  you  received  was  a  colored  card;  some  are  salmon  and 
some  of  the  blue,  I  believe.   Those  are  for  your  use  as  we  get  into  the  meeting, 
as  we  get  into  the  presentation  or  into  these  position  statements.   I'm  hoping 
that  we  can  use  these  to  maybe  expedite  the  meeting  a  little  bit  to  keep  it 
from  winding  up  at  midnight  and  people  still  wanting  to  ask  some  questions. 
Keep  these  cards  handy  in  case  a  question  comes  to  mind  during  the  presen- 
tation or  during  these  statements,  that  you  would  like  to  have  a  clarification 
or  that  maybe  we  can  respond  to  it.   Maybe  it  will  be  a  question  that,  all 
we  can  do  is  enter  it  into  the  record  and  address  it  at  a  later  date  when 
we  have  been  able  to  consult  on  it,  depending  of  course  on  the  question.   If 
you'd  use  that  colored  card,  put  your  name  on  it,  and  then  a  little  gist  of 
the  question. 

During  the  presentation  period  we  will  be  collecting  these.   Now,  my  idea  is, 
hopefully,  is  to  run  into  several  questions  that  are  the  same  or  of  the  same 
nature.   I'll  have  a  couple  of  these  fellas  over  here  trying  to  put  them 
together  if  the  nature  of  the  question  is  similar  or  about  the  same  point.   Then, 
say  I  have  five  of  them  for  example,  and  they  all  pertain  to  some  point,  I  will 
paraphrase  the  question  and  indicate  that  we  have  five  people  that  asked  this 
question  and  I'll  ask  one  of  the  people  who  is  suppose  to  be  able  to  give  us 
the  answer  address  it.   That  way  we'll  reduce  the  number  of  people  who  have  to 
get  up  to  the  mike  and  state  a  question  and  then  the  other  person  says,  yes, 
mine  is  answered.   The  time  element  is  really  the  only  thing  I'm  hoping  to  solve. 
I'm  not  sure  just  how  well  it  will  work.   I,  it  will  take  some  cooperation  from 
you  folks  to  make  it  work.   If  it's  a  question  that  noboby  else  asked,  I'll  call 
your  name  here  and  have  you  state  your  question.   We'll  either  try  to  address  it 
or,  as  as  I  say,  at  least  enter  it  in  the  record.   I  hope  that  will  work.   We'll 
kind  of  review  it  again,  when  we  get  to  that  point,  so  keep  that  in  mind. 

First  of  all  I'll  introduce  a  few  of  the  people  that  will  be  either  involved 
directly  on  going  over  the  project  as  we  have  it  to  this  date,  or  will  be 
involved  in  the  discussion  later.    First  of  all,  Tom  Barnard  over  here  on  the 
side,  is  the  Supervisor,  Division  Construction  Office  in  Kalispell,  and  he  will 
be  going  over  a  little  bit  of  the  history  and  the  basic  location  and  design 
factors  that  are  involved  in  the  project  at  this  point. 

Jim  Hein  is  up  in  front  now.   Jim  is  the  Supervisor  of  the  Field  Right  of  Way 
office.   His  office  is  in  Great  Falls  and  they  were  assigned  to  purchase  the 
right  of  way  which,  as  most  of  you  know,  is  almost  completely  purchased.   We 
are  required  at  these  public  hearings  to  at  least  go  over  the  basic  steps  that 
went  into  this,  and  will  go  into  other  projects  on  right  of  way  purchasing  for 
highway  job.   So  Jim  will  just  touch  on  that  a  little  bit. 

The  other  part  of  the  project,  and  the  main  part  I  suppose  as  far  as  this 
hearing,  is  the  Draft  EIS,  Environmental  Impact  Statement.   The  Highway  Depart- 


ment  hired  the  firm  of  Robert  Peccia  &  Associates,  who  prepared  this  draft, 
and  they  in  turn  hired  a  couple  of  subcontractors  to  deal  with  part  of  it. 
Monte  Eliason  is  a  Socio-economic  Consultant,  and  Cathy  Beam  was  the  Biological 
Consultant  that  prepared  those  portions  of  that  EIS. 

This  job  still  is  in  the  mill,  however  it  comes  out,  to  be  financed  both  by 
federal  and  state  funds  and  I'm  sure  you  all  are  aware  of  the  factors  and  the 
actions  that  are  going  on  in  pulling  back  federal  funding.   Therefore,  this 
next  bit  of  information  is  very,  very  tentative.   We  still  anticipate  we  will 
share  in  the  cost  to  the  tune  of  22%  from  the  state  fund  and  78%  from  the 
federal  fund  whenever  the  job  is  let.   It  was  in  the  letting  list  at  one  time 
and  because  it  was  removed,  at  this  point  it  is  not  back  on  the  letting  board 
so  I  don't  have  a  date.   I  believe  that  they'll  have  to  meet  with  the  Highway 
Commission  and  the  Federal  Highway  people  when  the  last  steps  of  the  project 
are  completed  and  determining  what  is  to  be  built  and  they  they  will  try  to 
look  at  a  date  that's  feasible  to  have  the  money  there  to  let  the  job.   So 
that  is  out  in  the  question  mark  area,  in  the  future,  for  the  letting  date. 

As  far  as  the  presentation  tonight,  I'll  have  Tom  go  over  it  first  and  then 
Barry  will  go  over  the  environmental  a  little  bit,  Jim  on  the  right  of  way, 
then  we'll  go  into  this  audience  and  public  input  phase  again.  I'll  take 
those  cards  that  I  had  you  sign,  those  were  the  white  cards,  and  we'll  just 
start  pretty  much  at  random.  I  will  ask  you  to  make  sure  that  you  come  to  the 
mike  so  that  we  do  get  it  recorded.  I  think  that's  all  I  need  to  give  you 
right  at  this  time.  Tom,  would  you  get  us  started  and  get  into  the  project 
itself? 

T.  BARNARD:   Well,  good  evening  ladies  and  gentlemen  and  welcome  again  to  a 
public  hearing  on  the  Hungry  Horse-West  Glacier  project.   To  start  with  I'll 
go  through  just  a  brief  history  of  the  background  of  this  project  and  I'll 
make  it  very  brief  because  I'm  sure  most  of  you've  heard  it  many  times.   The 
plans  for  upgrading  this  section  which  starts  at  Hungry  Horse  and  goes  to  West 
Glacier,  were  originally  initiated  in  1962.   By  late  1968  the  Department  of 
Highways  had  formal  plans  for  a  4-lane  highway  on  the  west  section  of  this 
part  with  the  remainder  to  be  2-lane  onto  West  Glacier.   For  about  the  next 
eight  years  this  project  progressed  through  various  design  changes,  hearing, 
authorizations  and  such  that  were  required  and  then,  effective  January  1st  of 
1970,  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  went  into  effect  which  required 
that  an  Environmental  Impact  Statement  be  prepared.   In  1973  the  decision  was 
made  to  construct  the  entire  section  as  4-lane.   As  I  mentioned  before,  origi- 
nally some  of  it  was  2-lane.   During  this  period,  from  the  time  that  the  EIS 
requirement  started  until  up  through  1974,  progress  was  being  made  on  the  EIS 
and  approval  was  finally  received  then.   Right  of  way  approval  was  received 
for  the  Coram-West  Glacier  section  in  January  of  '76,  and  for  the  Hungry 
Horse-Coram  section  in  May  of  '78.   Right  of  way  negotiations  then  began. 

On  January  5,  1979,  a  suit  was  filed  against  the  Secretary  of  Transportation, 
the  Administrator  of  the  Federal  Highway  Administration,  the  Director  of  the 
Montana  Department  of  Highways,  and  members  of  the  Montana  Highway  Commission, 
alleging  that  the  EIS  that  had  been  prepared  was  inadequate  for  various  reasons 
Then  after  the  District  and  Federal  Circuit  Court  hearings  the  project  was 
halted.   To  comply  with  the  rulings  of  the  court  the  Department  of  Highways  is 
now  back  preparing  a  new  Environmental  Impact  Statement  and  that's  why  we're 
here. 

This,  of  course,  is  a  location  and  design  public  hearing  which  is  one  of  the 
requirements  in  that  process.   In  preparing  the  new  EIS,  scoping  meetings  and 
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other  informational  meetings  have  been  held  and  we're  now  to  this  point. 
After  this  public  hearing,  based  on  the  information  that  has  been  gathered  to 
date,  on  the  information  that's  received  here  tonight,  and  on  written  comment 
which  will  be  accepted  up  until  November  30th,  the  final  decisions  will  be 
made,  the  final  alternate  selected,  and  the  final  E1S  will  be  prepared.   We 
hope  that  the  final  EIS  would  be  out  somewhere  around  the  1st  of  the  year.   It 
will  then  have  to  be  approved,  of  course,  by  the  Federal  Highway  Administration 
and  also  by  Federal  District  Court.   From  there  we  will  begin  design,  complete 
the  utility  relocations,  the  right  of  way  acquisition,  and  as  soon  as  money  is 
available,  get  it  to  contract.    As  Dan  mentioned  a  little  earlier,  right  now 
we're  not  putting  out  a  specific  date  on  when  it'll  go  to  contract.   Our 
intent  is  that  the  section  that  has  already  been  cleared  would  be  the  first 
one  to  go  because  you  don't  have  the  storm  drain  problems,  curb  and  gutter 
problems,  things  of  that  nature.   It's  easier  construction  and  a  set  of  plans 
could  be  pu,t  out  much  quicker.   But  there,  it'll  all  depend  on  completing  the 
plans,  getting  the  approvals  and  having  the  financing. 

When  we  held  the  scoping  meetings  and  that,  from  other  comments  that  were 
received,  one  of  the  first  things,  of  course,  we'd  look  at  would  be  alignment. 
During  those  meetings  everyone  was,  or  the  majority  of  the  people  were  in 
favor  of  the  alignment  that  had  been  originally  proposed  with  the  88'  section. 
It's  shown  on  this  board,  I'll  go  over  it  again  briefly.   Here,  a  course,  is 
Hungry  Horse.   It  cut  off  the  "S"  curves  between  Hungry  Horse  and  Martin  City, 
come  back  out  on  the  existing  alignment  again,  basically  stayed  there  through 
Coram.   Just  this  side  of  Coram  it  cut  off  again  to  eliminate  this  curve,  back 
across  here  to  flatten  off  the  Dew  Drop  curve;  up  at  the  Winniki  Campground 
again  they  cut  off  another  curve,  with  the  exception  of  that  it's  basically 
down  the  existing  highway  alignment. 

Okay,  during  the  preparation  of  the  Draft  EIS,  again,  from  input  we  received 
during  the  scoping  meetings  and  others,  the  department  and  others  involved  came 
up  with  five  alternates  to  be  considered.   The  first  alternate  was  a  4-lane 
88  ft.  section,  a  4-lane  60  ft.  section,  a  2-lane  special  design,  a  2-lane  44  ft. 
roadway,  and  the  no-build  alternative.   I  don't  know  how  well  you  can  see  this. 
We'll  go  over  the  roadway  widths  and  so  forth,  just  briefly.  This,  the  first 
alternate  was  the  88  ft.  4-lane  section.   It  consisted  of  10  ft.  shoulders  on 
each  side,  2  12-foot  ft.  driving  lanes  in  each  direction  and  a  20  ft.  2-way  left 
turn  lane  in  the  middle.   Here  we're  showing  an  urban  section  and  also  a  rural 
section.   In  this  case  they  were  the  same,  whether  they  were  rural  or  urban. 
The  second  alternate  was  the  60  ft.  4-lane  section.   Here  in  the  urban  area  it 
would  consist  of  2-foot  shoulders  on  both  sides,  2  12-ft.  driving  lanes  in  each 
direction  and  a  14-foot  2-way  left  turn  lane  with  curbs  and  gutters.   I  should 
back  up  a  step.   Curb,  gutters,  walkways  and  so  forth,  would  be  provided  in 
Hungry  Horse,  Coram,  West  Glacier,  on  all  of  these  first  four  alternates.   Okay, 
back  to  this  60  foot  section  again  that  was  in  the  urban  area.   In  the  rural 
section'  the  14  foot  2-way  left  turn  lane  would  be  reduced  to  a  4  foot  median, 
the  shoulders  would  be  widened  2  feet  on  each  side,  widened  out  to  4  feet. 

The  third  was  a  special  design  2-lane.  By  that  it  was  basically  a  2-lane  12 
foot  lajie  section.   In  the  urban  areas  it  would  have  a  16  foot  2-way  left  turn 
lane,  10  foot  shoulders.  In  the  rural  areas  the  2-way  left  turn  lane  would  be 
eliminated;  however,  there  would  be  a  12  foot  truck  climbing  lane  added  where 
needed.   There  would  also  be  some  spot  left  turn  bays,  perhaps,  provided.   Turn- 
outs may  be  provided.   In  some  of  those  special  areas,  for  instance  here  where 
you  had  the  truck  climbing  lane,  the  shoulder  would  have  been  reduced  to  4  feet. 
Where  you  had  no  provisions  for  a  truck  climbing  lane,  pull  out  or  whatever,  the  ^ 
section  would  be  just  the  two  12-foot  lanes  and  1  10-foot  paved  shoulders. 
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The  fourth  alternate  that's  covered  in  the  Draft  EIS  is  the  44-foot  just 
straight  2-lane  section  consisting  of  2  12-foot  driving  lanes,  one  in  each 
direction,  2  10-foot  shoulders  and  there  it  would  remain  the  same  in  the  rural 
section.   The  fifth  alternate,  which  is  always  considered,  is  the  no-build 
alternate,  which,  it's  a  requirement  that  we  do  considered  that  and  that's 
also  addressed  in  here.   The  existing  pavement  is  somewhere  around  22  feet. 
There's  some  spots  where  it  may  be  24,  that's  about  10-foot  driving  lane  in 
each  direction  and  a  foot  of  shoulder.   We  were  looking  at  that  a  little  while 
ago.   I  made  the  comment  I  thought  they  should  have  drawn  a  few  chuckholes  in 
there . 

A  couple  other  quick  things  that  I'll  take  out  of  the  Draft  EIS  concerning 
these  five  alternatives.   The  4-lane  88  ft.  section,  of  course,  will  just  stay 
the  same  as  it  is.   You  don't  have  the  passing  sight  distance  problems  with 
the  4-lane.   Likewise  with  the  60  foot  wide  section,  passing  sight  distance  is 
not  a  problem  and  as  I  mentioned  with  the  first  four  alternatives,  on  any  of 
those,  curbs  and  gutters,  sidewalks,  so  forth,  would  be  provided  through 
Hungry  Horse,  Coram  and  Martin  City.   On  alternate  no.  3,  the  2-lane  special 
design,  this  would  actually  be  a  widened  and  improved  2-lane  highway  incorpor- 
ating design  features  such  as  climbing  lanes,  turning  lanes,  pull-outs  to 
accommodate  the  special  characteristics  of  the  traffic  and  the  terrain  in  the 
area.  These  additional  lanes  compensate  for  the  70%  of  the  highway  which  would 
have  limited  passing  sight  distance.   On  alternate  no.  4,  again  that's  strictly 
a  44  foot  section,  whether  it's  rural  or  urban.   Approximately  30%  of  the 
highway  would  have  adequate  passing  sight  distance.   For  all  the  alternatives, 
with  the  exception  of  no.  5,  the  no-build,  provisions,  would  also  be  incorpor- 
ated into  the  design  to  accommodate  pedestrian  and  bicycle  traffic. 

Now,  after  the  Draft  EIS  had  been  prepared  the  Department  of  Highways  came  out 
with  what  they  classified  as  their  preferred  alternative,  and  I'll  stress  the 
word  preferred  alternative  because  it's  no  way  final.   The  final  decision  will 
be  made,  again  based  on  the  information  in  the  EIS  and  the  comments  received 
tonight,  and  also  the  comments  we  receive  after  this  meeting.   Some  of  the 
reasons  behind  the  Department's  decision  to  pick  the  60  foot  4-lane  section  as 
a  preferred  alternative,  because  this  alternative,  as  shown  in  the  Draft  EIS, 
provides  the  highest  benefit  cost  ratio  with  a  minimal  difference  in  the 
environmental  impact.   It  provides  an  adequate  roadway  section  for  the  busy 
summer  months  when  we  have  the  local  traffic,  the  tourist  traffic,  and  also 
the  through  traffic,  such  as  the  trucking  industry.   It  is  only  slightly  more 
costly  than  some  of  the  other  alternatives  and  in  all  likelihood,  although 
you'll  see  in  the  EIS  and  you  hear  highway  people  talk  all  the  time  that  our 
designs  are  based  on  20  years,  that  this  sections  of  roadway  will  have  to 
service  this  area  for  maybe  as  many  as  50  years.   The  existing  highway  that's 
there  right  now  has  been  there  very  nearly  50  years.   Once  again  I'll  stress 
tha-t  although  this  is  preferred  it's  not  necessarily  the  final  outcome. 

One  other  brief  comment,  the  Department  of  Highways'  Director,  Gary  Wicks,  who 
I'm  sure  alot  of  you  know,  was  scheduled  to  be  here  tonight.   I  was  suppose  to 
pick  him  up  at  the  airport  and  bring  him  up  here.   He  called  me  late  this 
afternoon  and  said  that  he  would  very  much  like  to  be  here  but  because  of 
complications  that  he  just  became  aware  of  in  the  special  session  of  the 
Legislature,  that  he  wouldn't  be  able  to  come  but,  he  wanted  me  to  relay  that 
message  to  you. 

The  Environmental  Impact  Statement  is  the  responsibility  of  the  Montana 
Department  of  Highways  and  the  Federal  Highway  Administration  but  in  order  to 
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get  this  done  as  rapidly  as  possible  the  Department  enlisted  the  assistance  of 
Peccia  &  Associates  from  Helena.   With  that  I'll  introduce  Bob  Peccia. 

D.  BARTSCH:   Can  I  interrupt  you  just  a  second.   I  sidetracked  myself  when  I  got 
into  reviewing  the  probable  financing  and  I  didn't  carry  on  with  what  was  a 
little  further  up  on  my  note.   One  of  them  was  to  make  a  couple  more  introduc- 
tions.  First,  was  to  introduce  Barry  Damschen  and  Barry  is  the  Project  Director 
for  the  preparation  of  the  Draft  EIS  and  he  will  go  over  that  portion  of  the 
presentation.   The  other  part  was  to  stress  that  we  still  are  looking  for  the 
federal  funds  and  that  was  gonna  lead  me  into  introducing  at  least  one  of  the 
people  from  the  Federal  Highway  Administration  here  who  would  be  greatly 
involved  financially,  and  that  is  Volmer  Jensen,  and  he  is  the  Division  Admin- 
istrator for  the  Federal  Highway  Administration  and  what  they  call  the  Montana 
Division,  and  their  office  is  in  Helena.   He  was  one  I  overlooked  in  the 
introductions . 

The  other  point  I  wanted  to  stress  was,  as  Tom  went  over  the  basic  location 
and  the  design  that's  gone  on  to  this  point,  I  want  to  also  make  it  clear  that 
this  public  hearing  is  to  cover  those  items  as  well  as  the  Draft  EIS.   We  are 
hoping  that  most  of  those  small  details,  of  whatever  design  is  finally  chosen, 
has  been  at  least  basically  resolved;  however,  keep  in  mind  that  you  still  can 
present  input  regarding  both  location  and  design,  as  well  as  the  Draft  EIS.   Our 
hearing  is  both  hopefully  to  cover  all  those  facets.   Now  you  can  go  on,  I  think 
I  about  covered  them  all,  Tom. 

T.  BARNARD:  I  was  about  done  anyway.  I  guess  Barry's  next  on  the  list  here. 
Barry's  gonna  go  over  some  the  impacts,  and  so  forth,  of  the  various  alterna- 
tives. He's  not,  by  any  way,  gonna  try  to  go  through  all  the  details  of  the 
EIS  or  we'd  be  here  all  night. 

B. DAMSCHEN:   Thank  you  Tom.   I  think  Tom  hit  it  right  on  the  head.   We've  done 
alot  of  work  over  the  last  5  or  6  months  on  this  project  and  I  could  spend  hours 
and  days  trying  to  discuss  and  go  through  with  you  all  the  detail  that  we've 
went  through  for  the  project.   I  don't  think  you  wanna  really  hear  all  that  plus, 
if  you  really  do  want  to,  alot  of  that  is  in  the  EIS.   Other  information  is 
available  and  on  file  at  the  Department  of  Highways.   All  of  are  studies  are,  as 
matter  of  fact. 

What  I  would  like  to  do  this  evening  is  spend  about  20  to  30  minutes,  I'm  not 
sure  exactly  how  long  it'll  take,  I'll  go  through  this  as  rapidly  as  I  can. 
The  highlights  of  the  major  significant  issues  that  we  identified  are  for  the 
five  different  roadway  alternatives  that  Tom  brought  you  up  to  date  on,  there's 
alot  a  other  studies  and  alot  of  other  issues  that  we  evaluated  and  that  are 
included  in  the  EIS  that  I  won't  be  discussing  this  evening,  but  if  you  have 
any  questions  on  any  of  these  issues  that  are  covered  in  the  EIS,  we'll  be  more 
than  happy  to  answer  them  when  we  get  to  that  question  and  answer  period  part 
of  the  discussion  here  at  the  end.   To  assist  me  in  going  through  these  discus- 
sions and  analyses  that  I'd  like  to  go  through,  I've  put  together  some  overheads  and  if  y 
meetings,  it's  gonna  be  pretty  much  the  same  procedure.   Before  I  get  into  that  I'd  like 
schedule.   At  every  public  meeting  we've  had,  I've  opened  it  up  with  this 
and  I'd  like  to,  to  finalize  all  of  our  public  meetings  by  Using  the  same 
foremat.   As  you  notice  it's  a  9  month  project  that  we've  been  engaged  in,  to 
prepare  the  EIS.   About  7  months  was  involved  in  actually  preparing  the  EIS. 
These  last  2  months  are  a  question/comments  period,  public  hearing  period,  and 
preparation  of  the  final  EIS  once  all  the  comments  are  in.   Throughout  the 
project  we  had  three  series  of  public  meetings.   We  had  our  scoping  meetings 
which  were  conducted  at  the  beginning  of  the  project  in  April.   Basically  the 
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intent  there  was  to  identify  the  significant  issues  that  we  should  be  evalu- 
ating for  the  different  roadway  alternatives.   We  then  had  some  alternative 
meetings  where  we  finalized  the  alternative  that  we  should  be  evaluating,  in 
June,  and  finally  in  August  we  then  had  some  public  meetings  again  to  identify 
some  of  the  findings  that  we  had  put  together  to  date  and  getting  the  input  we 
had  on  them,  and  those  are  identified  here  in  the  schedule.   Hopefully,  like 
Tom  mentioned,  we'll  have  the  final  out,  after  we've  addressed  all  the  comments, 
by  the  end  of  the  year,  the  first  part  of  January. 

In  regards  to  the  basic  studies  that  we  completed  for  the  project,  I've  summa- 
rized them  into  fourteen  points  here  and  they  include  water  quality,  air 
quality,  noise,  wetlands,  floodplains,  vegetation  and  wildlife,  socio-economic 
conditions,  traffic,  traffic  safety,  cultural/recreational,  visual,  energy 
costs,  parklands,  construction  impacts.   The  majority  of  these  that  we  did 
evaluate,  we  evaluated  based  on  the  scoping  process  and  all  the  letters  and 
comments  that  we  received  at  the  beginning  of  the  project.   Some  of  the  other 
issues  that  I'll  be  talking  about  tonight  and  that  are  covered  in  detail  in 
the  EIS,  are  due  to  the  courts  and  some  of  the  different  things  that  they 
require  the  Department  of  Highways  to  look  at  back  in  1980  when  the  courts 
made  their  hearing  decisions.    I'd  like  to  go  through  some  of  these,  like  I 
say,  it'll  take  about  15  minutes  or  so,  and  talk  about  some  of  the  more 
important  ones  and,  like  I  mentioned  before,  some  of  these  I  won't  be  discus- 
sing but  if  you  have  any  questions  we  can  talk  about  them  later. 

In  regards  to  the  first  item.   It's  kind  of  tough  to  read.   It  might  be  a 
little  bit  easier  if  we  could  turn  the  lights  down  just  a  little  bit.   Maybe 
we  can  turn  that  one  back  on.   Basically,  in  regards  to  the  water  quality,  our 
primary  concern  was  to  identify  the  pollutant  loadings  on  the  various  ground 
water  and  surface  waters  in  the  corridor  and  adjacent  to  the  corridor,  for  the 
five  different  roadway  alternatives.   We  did  a  substantial  amount  of  research 
and  the  majority  of  our  conclusions  are  included  in  the  EIS,  were  based  on  a 
model  that  was  developed  by  the  Federal  Highway  several,  or  a  few  years  ago. 
There  was  other  models  and  other  research  available,  however,  this  research 
and  model  is  probably  the  best  information  available  when  you're  looking  and 
evaluating  the  water  quality  for  roadway  alternatives. 

What  we've  attempted  to  do  here  is  we've  listed  all  the  major  pollutants  that 
could  be  expected  or  that  would  be  generated  from  the  roadway,  in  the  left 
hand  column,  then  we  estimated  the  total  annual  generation  of  these  pollutants 
in  pounds  per  year.   Then  to  kind  of  give  you  an  idea  of  the  magnitude  or  the 
significance  of  these  pollutants  on  the  water  quality  in  the  area,  we  took  all 
the  pollutants  that  would  be  generated  over  a  one  years  time,  based  on  an 
average  of  5000  average  daily  traffic,  which  is  the  average  daily  traffic  that 
would  be  expected  on  your  highway  for  the  next  20  years.   We  divided  that 
through  by  the  average  flow  in  the  middle  fork  of  the  Flathead  River,  which  is 
about  3000  cfs,  to  come  up  with  a  pollutant  loading  or  a  concentration  in 
milligrams  per  liter.  We  then  compared  that  to  the  current  water  quality  in 
the  river  to  determine  the  magnitude  of  the  pollutants  versus  the  existing 
water  quality.   The  bottom  line,  I  guess,  in  the  analysis  was  that  the  pollu- 
tants coming  off  of  the  roadway  are  hundreds  to  thousands  of  times  less  signi- 
ficant than  the  existing  river  concentrations.   So  our  basic  conclusion  was 
that  there  is  no  significant  impact  on  the  water  quality  in  the  area.   Also, 
one  other  statement  is,  based  on  the  research  we  did,  we  determined  that  there 
is  no  significant  difference  in  impacts  between  the  wide  alternatives  or  the 
narrow  alternatives  in  regards  to  pollutant  loads  on  the  water  quality  in  the 
area . 
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The  next  board  here  is  the  wetlands  and  floodplains.   Basically,  in  regards  to 
the  floodplains,  there  is  one  area  along  the  corridor  where  the  project  is 
proposed,  where  the  new  roadway  fill  would  encroach  on  the  floodplains  of 
either  Abbott  Creek  or  the  Flathead  River,  which  is  the  two  perennial  streams 
and  rivers.   This  would  happen  about  1/2  mile  south  of  Coram  right  there  where 
you  can  see  the  river  as  you're  driving  down  the  existing  highway.   The  highest 
impact  would  occur  on  the  88  foot  wide  4-lane  where  there's  about  150  foot 
strip  that  would  be  about  80  foot  fill  in  that  area.   There  would  actually  be 
some  impact  into  the  floodplain  for  all  of  the  construction  alternatives.   The 
order  of  magnitude  would  decrease  as  the  number  of  lanes  and  the  width  of 
asphalt  does  decrease.   In  conclusion,  however,  we  did  not  determine  that  to 
be  a  significant  impact  because  we,  although  we  are  encroaching  into  the 
floodplain  it's  very  minimal. 

In  regards  to  wetlands.   Basically,  we're  looking  at  marshes  and  that  type  of 
thing.   There's  two  wetland  areas  along  the  corridor  that  we  would  be  impacting. 
The  first  area  is  about  one  mile  north  of  Coram.   In  this  particular  area  the 
new  roadway  alternative,  which  isn't  shown  here,  would  be  actually  intersecting 
this  wetland  area  about  300  feet  to  the  west  and  we  would  be  taking,  again,  in 
a  proportional  amount,  more  wetlands  as  the  width  of  the  highway  increases. 
However,  in  regards  to  impacting  this  wetland,  we  feel  it  is  quite  insignificant 
because  there  is  very  little  wildlife  that  use  those  wetlands  and  secondly,  in 
the  area  right  here,  by  moving  the  highway  over  about  300  feet,  we  would 
probably  be  doing  more  good  than  harm  because  we  would  be  moving  the  highway 
away  from  the  large  wetland  area  which  is  off  to  the  east  there.   The  second 
wetland  area  is  over  by  the  one  turnoff  to  the  Blankenship  Bridge.   There 
again,  the  impact  is  pretty  much  proportional  to  the  width  of  the  highway  and 
again,  because  very  few  wildlife  species  use  these  wetlands,  the  impact  for 
all  the  alternatives  was  determined  to  be  pretty  much  insignificant.   We 
looked  at  the  alternatives  to  bypass  these  wetlands  and  to  miss  taking  any 
wetlands  as  much  as  possible,  and  because  of  the  terrain  in  the  area  and  the 
way  the  wetlands  are  located,  it  was  just  virtually  impossible  to  do  this 
without  spending  millions  of  dollars. 

Probably  one  of  the  most  controversial  issues  that  was  undertaken  in  the 
project  was  the  potential  impact  on  the  wildlife  in  the  area.   There's  been 
alot  of  work  done  on  this  and,  like  Tom  mentioned,  we  have  contracted  a  major- 
ity of  this  work  out  to  Olson  and  Elliot,  Economical,  Biological  Consulting 
Firm  in  Helena.   Cathy  Ream  is  with  us  if  you  have  any  questions  on  our  analysis. 
Hopefully,  Cathy  can  answer  those  questions  during  that  period. 

Basically,  in  regards  to  the  wildlife  analysis,  the  big  concerns  were  for  the 
deer,  the  elk,  the  moose,  and  for  the  grizzly  bear,  with  most  importance 
probably  being  placed  on  the  grizzly  bear  because  it's  a  threatened  species. 
In  regards  to  the  deer,  the  moose  and  the  elk,  we  noted  winter  range  areas  for 
the  various  ones,  mule  deer  and  the  whitetail  and  we  also  consulted  many 
biologists  and  our  biologist,  Cathy  in  particular,  went  up  and  down  the  corri- 
dor, walked  it  several  times.   Basically,  it  was  a  concurrence  of  all  the 
biologists  and  all  the  people  in  the  area,  that  there  is  no  one  or  two  or 
three  particular  areas  in  which  wildlife  cross.   However,  we  did  find  that 
there  is  more  animals  that  cross  along  the  Coram  to  West  Glacier  corridor  than 
there  are  between  the  Coram  and  Hungry  Horse  corridor.   Now,  in  regards  to 
evaluating  the  significance  of  potential  kills  and  that  type  of  thing,  of 
wildlife  crossing  the  highways,  we  talked  to  several  people,  the  road 
maintenance  people  and  the  fish  and  wildlife  people  up  in  the  area  and  it's 
pretty  much  the  concensus  of  these  people  that  there's  about  12  road  kills  a 
year;  the  majority  of  these  being  deer.   Very  very  few  elk  and  moose  and 
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there's  been  no  evidence  that  we're  aware  of,  of  any  grizzly  bears  being 
killed  on  the  highway  in  recent  years,  due  to  a  road  kill  with  a  vehicle 
accident. 

In  regards  to  trying  to  identify  what  the  impact  would  be  of  wildlife  being 
killed  or  inhibiting  in  crossing  a  4-lane  versus  a  2-lane,  we  did  a  substantial 
amount  of  research,  talked  with  the  Fish  &  Game,  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service,  the  National  Park  Service,  and  several  other  experts,  and  basically 
we  determined  that  there  is  no  literature  available  or  significant  studies 
that  addresses  the  frequency  of  bears  crossing  wide  versus  narrow  highways. 
In  regards  to  the  impacts,  because  of  the  insignificant  number  of  animals 
killed,  coupled  with  the  fact  that  there  is  already  a  road  there,  we've  deter- 
mined that  for  all  the  alternatives  the  number  of  animals  that  would  be  killed 
or  the  migration  habits  would  not  be  significantly  changed  or  affected  for  any 
of  the  alternatives.   However,  most  biologists  agreed  that  the  narrower  the 
highway  the  less  significant  impact  that  there  would  be.   Also,  almost  all  the 
biologists  that  were  talked  to  and  consulted  basically  agree  that  there  is  no 
significant  impact  for  any  of  the  alternatives.   In  regards  to  precautions 
that  should  be  taken,  regardless  of  which  alternative  is  constructed,  it's 
pretty  much  the  agreement  of  the  biologists  that  the  vegetation  and  the  shrubs 
should  be  allowed  to  reestablish  to  within  15  feet  of  the  highway  to  give  them 
the  maximum  amount  of  cover  and  also  the  shrubs  that  are  planted  should  be  of 
the  type  that  are  not  palatable  to  the  wildlife,  so  they're  not  up  grazing  in 
the  areas  along  the  highway. 

Another  thing  in  regards  to  wildlife,  another  issue  that  I'd  like  to  touch  on 
just  for  a  second   is  the  bald  eagle  which  is  an  endangered  species.   This  is 
a  good  time  of  the  year  to  be  talking  about  the  bald  eagle  since  they  are 
migrating  into  the  area,  feeding  on  the  salmon  as  they're  spawning  up  the 
rivers.   Basically,  our  conclusions  from  talking  with  all  the  biologists  are 
that  there  is  no  significant  impact  on  the  bald  eagles  for  a  couple  reasons. 
One,  is  there's  no  permanent  nests  for  bald  eagles  in  the  area  and  secondly, 
the  eagles  that  do  come  to  the  area  do  not  come  directly  to  any  areas  directly 
affected  by,  or  near  the  corridor.   One  precaution  that  is  made  in  the  EIS  is 
that  all  road  killed  animals  along  the  corridor  should  be  removed  probably 
immediately,  so  we  don't  get  any  bald  eagles  or  any  other  birds  coming  and 
feeding  off  those  dead  critters  and  then  getting  killed  themselves. 

In  regards  to  the  next  item,  the  socio-economic  impacts,  this  has  been  another 
controversial  issue  for  some  different  reasons.   Basically,  the  intent  of  our 
socio-economic  analysis,  and  again  we  contracted  out  with  Monte  Eliason  with 
T.A.P. ,  Inc.,  a  socio-economic  firm,  to  do  most  of  our  analysis,  but  basically 
the  intent  was  to  determine  the  impacts  for  the  various  different  roadway 
alternatives  on  the  population,  the  land  use,  community  facilities,  and  econo- 
mics along  the  corridor  for  the  different  alternatives.   As  we  see  here,  the 
results  of  our  study  were  that,  basically,  the  socio-economic  conditions  will 
slightly  increase  or  grow  from  now  to  the  year  2000  under  the  no-build  alterna- 
tive, which  is  alternative  no.  5,  in  regards  to  population,  housing,  annual 
sales,  community  services.   In  regards  to  alternative  no.  A,  we  feel  that  the 
growth  will  be  a  little  bit  more  significant,  especially  as  the  level  of 
service,  we'll  talk  about  in  a  minute,  increases  for  the  different  roadway 
alternatives.   Once  we  get  up  to  alternatives  1,  2  and  3,  we  feel  that  the 
growth  for  these  economic  conditions  will  increase  a  little  bit  more.   However, 
we  feel  that  once  we  get  to  that,  alternative  3,  2  &  1,  the  impacts  amongst 
those  will  not  be  significant  enough  to  really  be  able  to  monitor.   I  think 
the  important  factor  is  that  there  will  be  some  growth  anticipated  in  all  of 
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these  alternatives,  however,  the  difference  from  the  low  to  the  high  is  actually 
quite  insignificant. 

Okay,  the  next  study  that  we'd  like  to  talk  about  here  just  for  a  second  is 
the  traffic;  where  we  talk  about  the  traffic  volumes,  the  traffic  capacity 
analysis  and  the  levels  of  service.   We  spent  alot  of  hard  earned  money  to  try 
to  identify  the  traffic  and  the  levels  of  service  and  that  type  of  thing 
because  there  isn't  permenent  recorders  available;  we  had  to  do  alot  of  other 
research.   Basically,  the  bottom  of  line  is,  we  developed  a  curve  that  looks 
pretty  much  like  this,  that  gives  you  an  idea  of  what  the  seasonal  variation 
is  in  the  traffic  from  winter  to  summer.   You  can  see  May,  September  and 
October  the  traffic  is  about  average  for  the  entire  year.   Whereas,  in  July 
and  August  the  traffic  is  about  double  of  average;  wherein,  January,  February, 
March,  November  &  December  that  the  traffic  is  about  half  of  the  average. 
From  more  research  we  determined  that  the  traffic  numbers,  volumes  of  vehicles, 
changes  quite  a  bit  from  one  end  of  the  project  to  the  other.   We  have  found 
that  the  average  daily  traffic  is  about  3700  vehicles  for  the  Hungry  Horse 
area  and  reduces  down  to  about  2700  down  in  the  West  Glacier  area,  so  there's 
quite  a  bit  of  difference  from  one  end  of  the  project  to  the  other. 

In  regards  to  the  historical  growth  trends,  basically,  what  we  did  is  we 
plotted  the  estimated  traffic  numbers  that  we  obtained  from  the  Department  of 
Highways  where  they've  counted  at  key  locations  along  the  corridor  for  the  30 

years  and  we  determined  that  they  all  pretty  much  raise  in  a  band  which  

(TAPE  ENDS)  ....if  you  put  that  band  at  that  slope  you  find  that  in  the  design 
year,  which  is  the  year  2003,  the  traffic  will  increase  approximately  50-70%, 
which  represents  again  about  2-3%  per  year.   We  feel  this  is  quite  accurate. 
It's  based  on  past  trends  and  we  feel  that  it  should  continue  to  grow  at  this 
rate.   We  double  checked  these  numbers  with  several  national  studies,  what  the 
national  people  are  projecting,  and  the  national  trends  are  60-70%  also.   So, 
we're  anticipating  that  the  trends  in  this  area,  the  traffic  increases,  would 
be  quite  close  to  the  national  expected  trends. 

Okay,  getting  down  to  the  real  bottom  line  of  the  traffic  analysis,  and  that 
is  for  each  different  roadway,  what  level  of  service  can  we  expect  over  the 
next  20  year  period?   Basically,  when  we  refer  to  level  of  service,  we're 
referring  to  how  well  a  highway  can  handle  the  traffic  in  regard  to  antici- 
pated speeds,  delays,  restrictions,  that  type  of  thing.   Normally,  nationally 
you  classify  levels  of  service  for  highways  from  A  to  F,  with  A  being  a  free 
flowing  facility  to  F,  which  is  stop  and  go  traffic  because  of  all  the  restric- 
tions and  delays.   All  of  our  analysis,  after  it  was  all  completed,  this  is 
the  way  it  came  out,  with  the  88  foot  alternative  at  the  top,  the  no-build 
alternative  at  the  bottom.   For  the  urban  areas  we  determined  that  the  levels 
of  service,  and  this  is  primarily  because  of  the  lower  speed  limits  through 
these  communities,  would  all  be  a  level  A,  or  the  best,  free  flowing  traffic. 
For  the  rural  areas  we  determined  that  for  each  of  the  4-lane  alternatives  you 
would  have  a  level  B,  and  again  this  is  for  the  design  year  2003.   It  doesn't 
change  that  much  compared  to  the  current  traffic  levels.   So,  basically,  what 
we're  saying  is  you  get  the  same  level  of  serivce  for  the  88  foot  as  you  would 
with  the  60  foot.   That's  primarily  because  of  the  speed  limits  involved.   For 
the  special  design  2-lane  we're  looking  at  two  levels  of  services.   A  level  of 
service  of  C  for  the  area  from  Coram  to  West  Glacier,  and  a  level  of  D  from 
areas  from  Coram  to  Hungry  Horse.   For  the  44  foot  2-lane,  we're  looking  at 
levels  D  to  F,  which  are  really  not  acceptable  at  all,  and  finally  the  no- 
build,  you're  looking  at  E  to  F  which,  again,  are  not  really  acceptable. 
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Okay,  the  next  major  concern  that  I'd  like  to  touch  base  on,  in  our  scoping 
meetings  traffic  safety  was  probably  the  number  one  rated  significant  issue. 
It  was  at  the  top  of  almost  everybody's  list  as  being  significant  and  so  I 
would  like  to  spend  a  couple  of  minutes  talking  about  the  traffic  safety 
analysis  that  we  evaluated.   There  was  three  studies  that  we  did  on  the  traffic 
safety.   The  first  one  is  the  vehicular  traffic  accidents;  the  accidents 
involving  the  vehicles.   The  second  was  a  pedestrian  safety  analysis  and  the 
third  was  the  safety  involved  in  a  4-lane  facility  transitioning  into  the 
South  Fork  Bridge.   This  was  one  of  the  issues  that  was  asked  to  be  looked  at 
by  the  Court  of  Appeals. 

In  regards  to  the  first  analysis,  the  vehicular  traffic,  we  did  alot  of  analysis 
and  talked  to  several  people  to  determine  what  accident  rate  we  could  expect 
for  the  five  different  roadway  alternatives.   Before  I  get  to  that,  though,   I 
would  like  to  state  a  couple  other  things.   Over  here  on  this  one  board  with 
the  overlay  on  it,  all  the  orange  dots  represent  all  the  traffic  accidents 
over  the  last  five  years.   There's  been  a  slug  of  them  and  it's  one  of  the 
worst  highways  in  the  State  of  Montana,  with  an  average  traffic  accident  rate 
of  3.7  accidents  per  million  vehicles  miles.   Another  significant  issue  is 
that  the  traffic  accident  rate  is  significantly  higher  from  Hungry  Horse  to 
Coram  where  the  accident  rate  is  5.6,  compared  to  the  Coram  to  West  Glacier 
where  it's  about  half  of  that.   You  can  see  also  that  there's  been  nine  fatal- 
ities over  the  last  five  years  due  to  vehicular  accidents.   Getting  back  to 
the  chart  up  on,  I  have  up  here,  based  on  all  of  our  analysis,  and  so  there's 
no  real  concrete  numbers  so  we  had  to  do  alot  of  digging  and  these  are  the 
best  estimates  that  we  could  come  up  with,  we  have  the  88  foot  4-lane  as  being 
the  safest  highway  in  regards  to  numbers  of  accidents  per  million  vehicle 
miles.   That  1.4  accidents  per  million  vehicles  miles  converts  to  about  21 
accidents  per  year  for  the  corridor.   We  also  determined  that  the  60  foot 
4-lane  and  the  2-lane  special  design,  the  accident  rate  would  be  quite  similar. 
We've  estimated  them  both  to  be  around  2.2.   The  44  foot  wide  2-lane,  based  on 
all  of  our  research,  we've  determined  the  accident  rate  to  be  2.0,  which  is 
actually  safer  than  the  60  foot  or  the  2-lane  special  design.   One  of  the 
primary  reasons  for  this  is  because  of  the  level  of  service  is  a  little  bit 
lower  and  thus  the  traffic  speeds  are  considerably  lower  so  your  accident 
rates  will  probably  be  lower.   Your  existing  highway,  again  I  mentioned,  is 
3.7. 

In  regards  to  the  pedestrian  safety  there  is  two  real  issues  here  involved, 
again  through  our  scoping  process  it  was  identified.   One  is  the  crossing  of 
the  highway  and  the  other  is  the  utilizing  of  the  highway  for  through  pedes- 
trian and  bicycle  traffic.   Basically,  through  our  analysis  we  determined  over 
the  last  five  years  there's  been  seven  pedestrian  accidents  where  pedestrians 
have  been  involved,  of  which  three  have  been  killed.   Those  that  were  killed 
were  at  the  Hungry  Horse  crossing,  West  Glacier  crossing  and  another  individual 
was  walking  down  the  corridor  at  night.   In  regards  to  bicyclists,  there  was 
three  accidents  with  no  fatalities.   This  is  over,  again,  the  last  five  years. 
Basically,  in  regards  to  crossing,  the  safety  of  crossing,  and  this  was  the 
big  issue  that  came  up,  a  2-lane  versus  a  4-lane  highway,  there  are  no  real 
detail  studies  available  on  crossing  2-lane  highways  versus  4-lane  highways  in 
regards  to  pedestrian  safety  and  numbers  of  accident.   We  talked  to  several 
leaders  in  the  field  that  researched  this  subject  as  well  as  anybody. 
Basically,  their  results  and  their  comments  indicate  that  there  is  no  real 
discernible  difference  between  a  4-lane  and  2-lane  when  you're  looking  at 
number  of  accidents  crossing  a  highway.   This  is  primarily  because  on  a  4-lane 
highway  you  have  more  distance  to  cover  but  you  have  more  gaps;  also,  you 
only  have  to  look  at  one  lane  or  one  direction  of  traffic  at  a  time,  then  look 
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the  other  way.   On  a  2-lane  you  have  less  distance  to  travel  but  you  have  to 
look  both  ways  at  once.   So,  according  to  the  experts,  there  is  no  real  differ- 
ence one  way  or  the  other,  2-lane  versus  4-lane. 

In  regards  to  the  through  traffic,  I  think  Tom  mentioned  that  the  Department 
of  Highways,  included  in  the  EIS  we  have  mentioned  that  there  will  be  provi- 
sions made  for  a  bikeway-pedestrian  facility.   The  decision  has  not  really 
been  made  at  this  time,  whether  it  will  be  wide  shoulders  or  a  separate  facility, 

The  third  study  that  we  did  on  the  accidents  as  I  mentioned,  was  again  the 
South  Fork  Bridge  situation;  4-lane  coming  into  the  South  Fork  Bridge.   Here's 
a  little  diagram  that  our  draftsman  put  together  on  all  the  accidents  that 
occurred  on  the  South  Fork  Bridge  over  the  last  eight  years  from  '72  to  '80. 
There's  been  22  accidents  on  that  bridge  in  the  last  eight  years.   21  out  of 
22  have  been  single  car  accidents  and  3/4  of  them  have  been  in  adverse  weather. 
Basically,  in  regards  to  the  U.S.  Court  of  Appeals'  question  on  this,  in  the 
design  of  the  4-lane  alternatives  what  we  propose  to  do,  and  it's  included  in 
the  EIS  and  the  preliminary  designs  for  the  alternatives,  is  that  we  would 
drop  off  one  of  the  two  westbound  lanes,  approximately  at  5th  or  6th  Street  in 
Hungry  Horse,  so  there  is  a  sufficient  amount  of  distance  and  time  to  transi- 
tion into  that  South  Fork  Bridge.   Please  bear  with  me,  I'm  almost  done. 

Another  situation  that  came  up  is  the  environmentally  sensitive  areas.   There's 
five  of  them  that  we  addressed,  and  this  again  came  through  the  scoping  process, 
that  we  determined  this.   There's  the  Glacier  National  Park,  there's  your 
wildernesses,  which  are  the  Great  Bear  and  the  Bob  Marshall,  there's  your 
Coram  experimental  forest,  your  wild  scenic  river  system,  and  Bad  Rock  Canyon. 
In  all  five  of  these  situations  there  are  no  direct  affects  or  impacts  on 
these  different  areas  and  that's  because  none  of  them  are  located  directly  in 
the  corridor.   However,  we  all  know  that  there  are  certain  indirect  affects 
because  they  are  located  so  close  to  the  corridor  and,  again,  they  are  very 
sensitive  areas  for  one  reason  or  another.   Basically,  the  conclusions  that 
are  included  in  the  EIS  are  that  there  would  be  no  significant  impacts  on 
these  areas,  that  is,  there  would  be  no  discernible  differences  in  impacts 
between  one  alternative  to  another.   Again,  I'd  like  to  be  able  to  spend  20  or 
30  minutes  on  each  one  of  these  items  and  go  into  our  analysis  a  little  bit 
more  but  it's  just  not  possible  with  the  time  we  have  tonight. 

In  regards  to  the  impact  on  the  visual  resources,  we  determined  that  the 
visual  resources  will  not  be  significantly  impact  if  the  projects  are  designed 
properly.   As  a  matter  of  fact  the  State  of  Montana,  when  they  purchased  the 
right  of  way  several  years  ago,  already  started  to  help  where  at  all  possible, 
to  keep  the  visual  resource  impacts  to  a  minimum  by  purchasing  scenic  enhance- 
ment areas  and  the  figure  here  shows  where  these  scenic  enhancement  areas  are 
located.   Basically,  the  scenic  enhancement  areas  were  purchased  for  the 
preservation  of  the  existing  vegetative  screens  and,  basically,  the  restric- 
tions of  the  development. 

One  of  the  final  ones  I  have  here,  and  probably  one  of  the  most  important,  are 
the  costs  of  the  different  alternatives.   We  list  the  five  alternatives  here 
starting  at  the  88  foot,  which  is  the  most  expensive,  down  to  the  no-build, 
which  is  zero  construction  costs.   We  have  four  different  costs  analyses  that 
we  prepared,  summarized  across  the  board.   I'd  like  to  talk  about  the  construc- 
tion cost  first.   We're  looking  at  about  11.2  million  dollars  total  project 
cost,  for  the  88  foot  wide  4-lane.   We  go  down  to  about  9.4  million  dollars  for 
the  60  foot  4-lane,  about  8.6  million  for  the  special  design  2-lane,  and  drop 
down  to  almost  8  million  for  the  44  foot  wide  2-lane.  So,  you  can  see  that  even 
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though  you  double  the  width  of  asphalt  from  the  no.  4  to  the  no.  1,  you're  not 
really  doubling  the  cost.   And  also,  the  difference  in  cost  between  alterna- 
tives 2  and  3  are  about  3/4  of  a  million  dollars  or  about  8%  difference.   In 
regards  to  the  annual  maintenance  costs,  this  question  came  up  in  several  of 
our  public  meetings.   Basically,  we  show  that  the  annual  maintenance  costs 
will  be  about  $65,000.00.   This  includes  patching  holes,  maintaining  the 
highways,  as  well  as  snow  removal.   The  difference  drops  down  to  $51,000  for 
the  4-lane,  $45,000  for  the  special  design  2-lane,  $38,000  for  the  alternative 
no.  4.   Also,  I  think  it's  significant,  is  the  current  costs,  which  are  right 
out  of  the  Department's  records,  to  maintain  the  current  highway  is  about 
$74,000,  which  is  higher  than  all  of  the  other  alternatives. 

In  regards  to  the  benefits,  and  these  benefits  are  all  compared  to  the  existing 
highway,  we  have  1.5  million  dollars,  1.4,  1.2  and  1.0,  which  are  all  quite 
close  to  each  other.   Basically,  these  benefits  include  travel  savings,  improved 
comfort,  accident  reduction,  time  savings,  and  a  reduction  in  maintenance 
costs.   And  I  think  the  bottom  line  figure  is  our  benefit  cost.   Again,  these 
are  all  compared  with  a  datum  of  1.00  for  the  existing  highway.   We  have  1.17, 
which  means  that  out  of  every  dollar  you  have  17  more  cents  in  benefits  than 
costs  for  the  88  foot.   It  increases  to  30  cents  on  the  dollar  for  the  60 
foot,  24  cents  on  the  dollar  for  the  special  design,  and  1.5  for  the  44  foot. 
So,  basically,  the  highest  benefit  cost  ratio,  is  the  60  foot  4-lane.   I  think 
one  point  should  be  made,  since  these  are  estimates,  and  they  are  all  quite 
close  to  each  other,  we  really  wouldn't  suggest  making  a  final  decision  just 
based  on  this  benefit  cost  ratio  because  of  the  environmental  impacts  and  all 
of  the  other  things  that  come  into  play. 

I  have  a  couple  of  other  boards  here,  but  I  think  to  save  time  we  should 
probably  get  on  with  the  program.   So  I'll  turn  it  over  to  Danny. 

D.  BARTSCH:   Thank  you  Barry.   That  was  a  pretty  fine  thumbnail  review  of 
that.   I'll  have  Jim  Hein  go  over  briefly  the  right  of  way  steps  that  were 
taken,  the  relocation  program  that's  available,  and  then  we'll  get  into  the 
hard  part. 

J.  HEIN:   Thank  you,  Dan.   On  behalf  of  the  Right  of  Way  Division  I  also  wish 
to  welcome  all  of  you  to  this  public  hearing  and  I've  got  say  this  is  by  far 
the  largest  I've  ever  attended.   I  think  that  does  definately  show  that  there 
is  an  active  interest  in  this  program  and  we  do  hope  that  everyone  does  parti- 
cipate when  we  get  into  that  session,  part  of  the  session. 

I  think,  as  all  of  you  know,  we  have,  in  the  past  several  years,  been  engaged 
actively  in  the  acquisition  of  the  right  of  way  for  this  highway  project.   Up 
to  date,  we've  generally  acquired  all  of  the  necessary  right  of  way  which 
would  also  include  those  which  we  are  presently  litigating.   Because  of  some 
possible  modification  in  design,  or  whatever,  there  may  be  a  possibility  of 
entering  the  field  again  to  possibly  acquire  additional  right  of  way.   At  this 
stage  I  don't  think  so.   I  believe  there  has  been  a  couple  cases  that  were 
dismissed,  as  far  as  court  action,  that  we  may  have  to  reappraise  and  recontact 
the  owner  for  acquisition,  but  we'll  get  into  that  at  a  later  date. 

For  those  of  you  that  aren't  familiar  with  our  program  on  highway  acquisition, 
I  would  like  to  briefly  go  over  what  to  anticipate  should  you  ever  become 
involved  in  it  in  the  future.   Once  we  receive  authorization  for  the  acquisi- 
tion of  right  of  way,  I  would  have  a  staff  appraiser  out  of  my  office  enter 
the  field  and  make  contact  with  all  of  the  owners  to  display  to  them  our 
current  plans  on  what  we  anticipate  acquiring.   At  that  time  he  will  identify 
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how  the  proposed  project  would  possibly  affect  the  property  and  he  also  would 
possibly  get  involved  in  inquiring  as  to  recent  acquisitions  that  you  were 
involved  with,  or  maybe  the  sale  of  property.   We  would  ask  that  you  give  him 
all  your  confidence  and  give  him  the  information  he  needs  because  this  is 
really  the  only  tool  he  has  to  come  up  with  fair  market  value  or  current 
market  value  for  the  property  which  we  are  acquiring.   After  the  appraiser  has 
completed  his  report  it  will  go  into  a  review  stage,  which  is  also  out  of  my 
office  in  Great  Falls,  and  after  the  report  has  been  formally  reviewed  and 
we're  pretty  well  sure  that  the  appraiser  has  achieved  current  market  value, 
it  will  then  go  into  the  negotiation  stage.   A  different  agent  out  of  my 
office  will  then  make  contact  with  you  and  give  you  our  offer.   We  feel  that 
the  offer  that  will  be  represented  is  fair  and  it  will  be  a  firm  offer  and  we 
will  give  you,  in  writing,  what  we  are  offering  for  the  property. 

I  might  also  say  that  possibly  years  and  years  ago  some  of  you  might  have  been 
involved  with  some  of  the  acquisition  processes  of  the  Department  where  there 
was  a  little  horse  trading  but  we  feel  that  we've  expended  so  much  money  into 
the  appraisal  and  we  have  enough  confidence  in  the  appraisal  that  we  only  make 
the  one  offer.   If,  by  chance,  you  find  or  you  feel  that  the  appraiser  has 
inadvertently  omitted  something  which  would  affect  market  value  or  the  compen- 
sation being  offered,  be  sure  to  explain  the  reason,  and  so  forth,  because  we 
will  make  the  adjustment  if  it  is  warranted.   I  think  everyone  has  got  one  of 
our  brochures  on  our  right  of  way  acquisition.   If  you  didn't  get  one  I  think 
we've  got  more  back  there  at  the  table. 

In  addition  to  our  acquisition  process  in  acquiring  your  property,  we  do  have 
a  relocation  assistance  program  which  is  available  to  all  eligible  displacees 
regardless  of  color,  religion,  sex,  or  national  origin.   We've  pretty  much 
completed  our  relocation  on  the  project.   I  believe  the  only  ones  remaining 
would  be  those  being  litigated.   At  this  time  I  anticipate  that  there  might  be 
two  commercial  ventures  which  could  be  involved  in  the  future  and  we  will  make 
the  assurance  that  the  project  will  not  go  to  contract  until  all  relocation 
problems  have  been  taken  care  of. 

The  relocation  assistance  comes  in  many  forms,  including  supplemental  housing 
and  rental  payments,  increased  interest  payments,  moving  costs  for  personal 
property,  incidental  expenses  required  to  obtain  a  replacement  dwelling, 
finance  information,  house  and  rental  listings,  and  to  help  find  replacement 
houseing.   We  have  prepared  a  relocation  brochure  which  we  didn't  include  in 
the  package  that  we  did  give  you  when  you  came  in  but  there  is  a  stack  of  them 
on  the  back  desk  there.   It's  this  orange  brochure  and  if  you  are  interested 
in  our  policies  on  relocation  I  would  urge  you  to  pick  one  up  before  you  leave 
and  then  if  you  have  any  questions  just  give  me  a  call  at  our  Great  Falls 
office  and  I'll  be  most  happy  to  go  over  it  with  you. 

Normally,  in  discussing  the  relocation  problem,  we  do  get  into  the  anticipated 
letting  date  but,  as  explained  before,  this '11  have  to  be  something  that'll  be 
scheduled  at  a  later  date.   Anytime  that  we  do  get  involved  in  relocation  or 
prior  to  going  into  contract  letting,  we  have  to  give  the  Federal  Highway 
Administration  the  assurance  that  all  relocations  have  been  completed  at  a 
minimum  of  30  days  prior  to  any  contract  letting.   If  there  is  any  additional 
relocation  involvement  on  this  project  it  will,  again,  be  handled  out  of  my 
office  in  Great  Falls.   Outside  of  that,  I  don't  think  I  have  anything  else. 
If  you  have  any  questions  later,  I ' d  be  most  happy  to  answer  them. 

D.  BARTSCH:   Okay,  Jim.   Thank  you.   One  thing  that  came  across  to  me  from  Jim's 
comments,  he  said  that  some  of  you  may  be  involved  in  a  right  of  way  acquisition 
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process  with  the  highway  at  some  other  time,  or  in  some  other  job.   We  also 
have  right  of  way  offices  in  other  cities  that  may  take  care  of  particular 
projects,  not  necessarily  Jim's,  I  should  make  that  clear,  he  doesn't  cover  the 
whole  state. 

I 

Now  comes,  more  or  less,  the  difficult  part,  I  think.   I'd  like  to  remind  you 
that  we  need  your  cooperation  as  much  as  possible  on  this.   When  I  ask  you  to 
come  up  and  make  your  statement,  state  your  position  on  the  project,  I  hope  that 
you  remember  that  probably  everyone's  discussed  it  with  each  other  at  some  of 
these  other  meetings  and  that  you  try  to  keep  it  as  short  as  possible.   I  hope 
that  I  don't  have  to  envoke  it  but  I'm  gonna  ask  you  to  try  to  keep  your  state- 
ments down  to  at  least  five  minutes  or  less.   We  don't  have  an  alarm  up  here  to 
ring  if  the  five  minutes  is  up  but  I  think  you  can  all  appreciate  what  I'm 
talking  about.   Another  consideration  is,  I  counted  over  80  people  along  the 
back  that  are  having  to  stand  because  of  the  room  problem.   Those  of  you  sitting 
down  may  enjoy  sitting  here  and  talking  alot  about  it  but  we'd  like  to  get  the 
meeting  over  as  quickly  as  possible  and  still  get  all  the  input  in.   I'm  gonna 
use  the  cards  that  I  asked  for  to  start  with.   I'll  have  to  ask  you  to  come  to 
the  one  mike.   You  will  need  to  use  the  mike  because,  as  I  mentioned,  we  are 
tape  recording  all  of  the  statements  and  that's  the  only  way  we're  able  to  get 
them  in  the  record  and  be  able  to  review  them.   So  anybody  that  jumps  up  back 
here  and  wants  to  say  something  without  getting  to  the  mike,  their  statement 
won't  be  in  the  record,  so  try  to  control  yourself  in  that  way  and  that  will 
help.   I  didn't  set  the  cards  up  in  any  particular  order.   I  mixed  a  few  up 
cause  I  either  dropped  them  or  for  one  other  reason,  strictly  accidental.  If 
your  name  comes  up  and  you  decide  that  you  don't  necessarily  want  to  make  any 
statement  or  the  same  statement  has  been  made,  that  you  intended  to  make,  if 
you  would  just  indicate  that,  it  would  expedite  things  somewhat  and  your 
testimony  would  still  get  in  the  record  without  having  to  go  into  the  time  and 
■fc      the  paperwork  of  typing  it  all  and  presenting  it.   If  you'll  agree  to  that,  that 
will  help  us  all  a  great  deal. 

I'll  ask  this  first  name  if  you'll  come  up  and  make  a  statement  but  before  he 
does,  I'll  call  out  the  next  name  so  that  you  can  kinda  be  ready.   If  you're  in 
a  difficult  position  you  may  want  to  kind  of  start  jockying  for  a  position  to  get 
over  close  to  the  mike  so  that  we  could  speed  that  up  also.   If  your  statement 
is  in  the  form  of  a  question  we  would  like  to  have  you  refrain  from  presenting 
the  questions  at  this  time  until  we  get  into  the  question  section.   For  a  couple 
reasons;  first,  if  your  question  is  similar  to  several  others  we  might  get  them 
all  answered  at  one  time  and  that,^again,  will  help  speed  the  process.   I  implore 
your  help  and  your  cooperation  in  doing  it  this  way  and  maybe  we'll  all  get  it 
done.   The  first  name  I  have,  it's  written,  and  I'll  have  to  apologize  if  I 
misspell  or  mispronounce  some  of  these.   It  looks  like  Larry  Snyder,  and  it's 
S-N-Y-D-E-R,  would  be  the  first  one,  and  the  next  name  I  have  is  Luanne  T. 
Jensen.   If  I  pronounce  your  name  correctly  go  ahead  and  make  your  statement 
because  it's  in  the  record  and  we'll  properly  get  it.   If  I  mispronounced  it, 
please  correct  it  for  me  first  and  then  let  us  have  your  statements.   Larry, 
please . 

L.  SNYDER:   Okay.   You  pronounced  it  right  and  I  don't  know  how  I  managed  to  get 
to  the  top  of  the  list.   The  only  thing  that  I've  got  to  say  is  that  I  can't  see 
how  a  2-lane  highway  would  alleviate  the  traffic  problems  that  they  have  at  the 
present  time.   I've  driven  this  highway  for  many  years  and  you  always  get  behind 
somebody  driving  30,  35  mile  an  hour.   Now  this  is  holding  traffic  up  for  people 
that  want  to  get  down  the  road  or  get  someplace.  Then  you'll  get  somebody  that 
gets  impatient  to,  behind  them,  and  they'll  take  a  chance  and  pass  him  where  it 
isn't  safe,  which  I  think  is  causing  alot  of  the  accidents. 
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Also,  I  worked  with  the  trucking  industry  for  years  and  I've  heard  the  comments  in 
regards  to  this  stretch  of  road  through  here.   It's  a  2-lane  and  they  can't  see 
how  putting  another  2-lane  in  is  gonna  alleviate  the  problem.   In  talking  to  some 
of  the  school  bus  drivers,  they  state  that  they  stop  to  let  the  children  off  and 
then  they've  got  a  whole  pile  of  cars  behind  them.   Of  course,  they'll  try  to  pull 
off  to  let  the  traffic  by  but  they've  still  got  traffic  tied  up,  so  I,  myself, 
think  that  the  4-lane,  either  the  88  foot  or  the  60  foot,  would  be  more  desirable 
than  a  2-lane.  That's  all  I've  got  to  say. 

D.  BARTSCH:   Okay.   Thank  you.   I  just  thought  of  a  couple  things  that  I  should 
have  also  announced,  to  maybe  help  some  of  the  people  that  may  get  impatient  a 
little  later  in  the  meeting,  especially  those  of  you  who  are  standing  in  the  back. 
I  wanted  to  remind  everybody  to  make  sure  that  they  print  their  name  and  address 
on  the  sign-up  sheets  in  the  back  because  that's  gonna  be  our  building  block  for 
our  mailing  list  for  future  notices,  and  so  forth.   Any  of  you  who  decide,  for  one 
reason  or  another,  that  you  can't  wait,  that  you  have  to  leave  from  getting  tired 
of  standing  in  the  back  there  or  whatever,  I'd  like  to  say  now  that  you  can  submit 
your  statements  and  your  comments  in  writing.   Those  statements  will  be  attached 
to  the  transcript,  become  a  part  of  the  input,  the  same  as  your  statements  here 
tonight.   So  if  you,  for  some  reason,  leave  without  getting  your  statement  in, 
keep  that  in  mind.   Where  you  would  mail  those  to,  to  get  them  into  the  public 
hearings  process,  in  that  gold  leaflet  that  was  handed  out  to  most  everyone,  on 
the  inside  back  page  at  the  bottom  is  the  mailing  address  of  the  public  hearings 
office.   Let's  do  it  now  so  that  if  something  happens  later  on  and  you  leave, 
you'll  know.   I  had  Louanne  Jensen  and  the  next  name  was  Joan  Bird.   Louanne, 
please . 

L.  JENSEN:   Hello.   I  also  have  lived  in  the  Canyon  for  awhile  and  driven  up  and 
down  this  road  and  the  existing  2-lane  is  terrible;  everyone  agrees  on  that.   But 
the  alternative  3  would  give  passing  zones  throughout  the  urban  area  so  if  the 
school  bus  stops,  there's  an  area  where  people  can  go  around  it.   But,  as  we  all 
know,  you're  not  suppose  to  go  around  school  buses  anyway.   As  far  as  trucks,  it 
has  provisions  for  a  truck  climbing  lane.   What  I  favor  personally  is  a  combina- 
tion between  3  &  4  with  4  being  instigated  in  the  rural  areas  where  there  is 
visibility  for  passing  and  then  the  alternative  no.  3  being  instigated  in  areas 
through  urban  sections  and  where  there  is  no  visibility  for  passing  so  that  you 
would  have  areas  for  people  stopping,  turning,  also  areas  for  trucks  when  they're 
climbing  and  becoming  slow.   The  realignment  of  the  highway  helps  just  in  that 
very  issue  itself  to  make  the  highway,  whether  a  2  or  4-lane  much  safer.   I 
believe  that  the  2-lane  with  the  alternatives  as  no.  3  would  have,  and  4,  with  the 
realignment,  would  more  than  sufficiently  help  for  the  safety  and  speed  of  the 
existing  highway.   I  mean  if  you  don't  have  the  bad  Dew  Drop  turns  then  you  don't 
have  alot  of  the  problems. 

I'll  cut  short,  and  I'd  just  like  to  read  something.   The  Draft  EIS  statement,  the 
traffic/pedestrian  safety  aspects  of  the  2-lane  special  design  and  the  4-lane 
design  are  approximately  equal.  Table  31  demonstrates  that  both  the  66  foot 
4-lane,  preferred  alternative  of  the  Highway  Department,  and  the  2-lane  designs 
would  provide  reasonable  safety.   I  believe  that  since  the  2-lane  is  cheaper  and 
would  have  less  cost  to  maintenance,  it  would  be  more  than  sufficient.   Also,  one 
last  thing  real  quick.   Alot  of  these  things  are  being  put  on  the  increase  in 
traffic  volumes  in  the  future.   With  gas  going  up,  with  people  not  driving  as 
much,  we  don't  know  that  that  necessarily  is  true.   Also.... 

D.  BARTSCH:   Don't  let  him  bother  you.   Ignore  him. 
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L.  JENSEN:  Okay,  and  we're  also  talking  about  two  peak  months  out  of  every  year 
that,  I  mean  for  August  &  September  perhaps  people  can  drive  a  little  slower  and 
look  at  the  sites.   They're  very  beautiful  along  this  road.   Thank  you. 

D.  BARTSCH:  Okay.  Thank  you  very  much.  Okay.  Joan  Bird  and  then  Cecil  Hudson, 
you're  next. 

J.  BIRD:   I'm  a  representative  of  the  Environmental  Information  Center  which  is  a 
statewide  citizen's  organization  which  has  done  alot  of  work  in  the  Legislature 
and  works  primarily  in  Helena  but  we  have  a  statewide  membership  of  around  1400 
people.   I  think  it's  important  to  note  that  the  safety,  safety  of  the  2-lane, 
preferred  2-lane  alternative  of  the,  the  safety  of  the  modified  2-lane  alternative 
and  also  of  the  4-lane  alternatives  are  very  similar  and  that  also,  both  of  those 
alternatives  are  within  the  acceptable  allowance  of  facilitating  traffic  movement 
along  this  roadway.   I  think  that  those  are  two  of  the  primary  complaints  about 
the  road  at  this  time  and  I  think  that  once  we  see  that  either  the  preferred 
2-lane  alternative  or  the  4-lane  alternative  both  take  care  of  those  situations, 
that  there  are  a  number  of  other  factors  which  we  must  be  considering.   I  know 
that  one  of  the  problems  that  the  Montana  Department  of  Highways  is  facing  right 
now  is  looking  at  ways  of  cutting  their  costs.   This  is  happening  across  the  board 
in  all  levels  of  government  and  one  of  the  ways  that  we  know  that  we  can  cut  costs 
is  by,  by  downscoping,  by  looking  at  ways  of  not  having  the  high  design  standards 
that  maybe  we  have  followed  in  the  past.   The  cost  of  building  a  highway  of  higher 
standards  that  are  necessary  are  going  to  be  borne  by  the  public  and  these  will  be 
borne  not  only  in  higher  tax  costs  but  also  in  the  cost  of  the  greater  impact  on 
the  natural  environment.   I  understand  that  both  the  Fish  &  Wildlife  Service  and 
Glacier  National  Park  have  both  come  out  in  favor  of  the  preferred,  in  favor  of 
the  modified  2-lane  alternative  and  I  look  to  both  of  those  organizations  as 
stewards  of  our  natural  resources  and  want  to  support  them  in  their  efforts  to  try 
to  protect  these  resources  against  every  encroaching  developments  and  pressures  on 
them.   Glacier  National  Park  is  a  treasure  of  this  state  and  of  the  entire  country 
and  its  recently  been  declared  one  of  the  most  threatened  areas  in  the  country  and 
I  think  that  this  is  going  to  take  cooperation  of  all  of  the  areas  that  surround 
the  park  to  work  together  in  trying  to  provide  a  buffer  zone  so  that  we  don't  end 
up  with  a  national  park  that  is  surrounded  by  high  resident  areas,  by  shopping 
malls  and  by  alot  of  developments  which  create  problems  for  a  park  so  the  park 
can't  be  the  kind  of  a  natural  gem  that  it  was  intended  to  be. 

D.  BARTSCH:   Okay.   Thank  you.    Okay.   Cecil  Hudson,  I  believe  it  is,  and  the 
next  name  I  have  is  Walter,  looks  like  B-A-H-R,  Bahr. 

D.  BARTSCH:   Yes,  Jim.   Excuse  me  just  a  second. 

J.  HEIN:   In  case  alot  of  you  people  like  to  follow  through  with  these  different 
alternates,  in  case  you're  not  aware  of  it,  the  last  sheet  in  this  handout  we  gave 
you  when  we  came  in  has  all  five  alternatives  displayed  on  it  so  that  you'll  have 
it  right  at  hand  to  follow  along. 

D.  BARTSCH:   Thank  you.   I  guess  I  forgot  to  mention  that  too. 

UNIDENTIFIED:   I  wonder  if  you  could  have  the  speakers,  as  they  come  up  to  the 
mike,  identify  themselves  and  where  they're  from. 

D.  BARTSCH:   Where  they're  from?   I  don't  see  any  problem  with  that  if  nobody  else 
does.   Now,  Mr.  Hudson. 
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C.  HUDSON:   I'm  Cecil  Hudson.   I'm  the  Mayor  of  Columbia  Falls  and  I  think  that,  I 
don't  have  much  to  say  about  this  but  I'd  like  to  say  for  the  safety  part  of  it  I 
have  a  transport  that  makes  that  trip  anywhere  from  two  to  three  times  a  day  and 
it's  very  dangerous  and  I'd  like  to  see  a  4-lane  highway.   It  will  put  alot  of 
people  to  work  and  it  will  be  alot  safer  for  people  driving  on  it.   We  just  have 
to  look  for  safety  these  days  because  we're  having  so  many  accidents  that  I  don't 
know  how  else  we're  gonna  stop  them  if  we  don't  get  a  decent  highway  to  drive  on. 
That  buggy  trial  has  been  wore  out  for  25  years.   I've  lived  in  Columbia  Falls  for 
50  years  and  I  can't  see  anything  else  but  a  good  4-lane  highway  for  safety  and 
for  us  people  that  are  in  the  trucking  business.   We  pay  alot  of  taxes  to  drive  up 
and  down  that  road  and  we're  looking  forward  to  a  good  4-lane  highway.   Thank  you 
very  much. 

D.  BARTSCH:   Okay  sir,  thank  you.   Okay,  Walter  Bahr  I  had,  and  the  next  name 
after  that  was  a  John  Franklin,  Flathead  Safety.   Mr.  Bahr. 

W.  BAHR:   Thank  you.   My  name  is  Walter  Bahr.   I'm  the  Past  President  of  the 
Kalispell  Chamber  of  Commerce  and  also  Past  President  of  the  Associated  Chambers 
of  Commerce  of  Flathead  Valley.   I  am  speaking  for  neither  of  those  organizations. 
I  do  live  in  Kalispell  and  I  do  favor  a  4-lane  roadway  through  our  Canyon.   This 
is  une  of  the  major  arterials  of  transportation  in  northwest  Montana  but  it  serves 
not  only  the  population  of  northwest  Montana,  it  serves  the  entire  population  of 
the  United  States,  and  a  goodly  portion  of  Canada  are  potential  visitors  on  that 
highway.   We  have  perhaps  3,000  residents  in  the  canyon;  we  have  50,000  residents 
in  Flathead  Valley  and  another  50,000  along  the  highline  that  uses  as  a  main 
arterial  to  and  from  family,  friends,  places  of  business,  and  so  forth.   We  have 
another  1,700,000  people  who  visited  Glacier  Park  this  year.   Those  people  want 
and  need  a  excellent  highway  through  our  canyon. 

We  have  some  potential  impacts  in  our  valley  that  I  don't  think  have  been 
mentioned  here  tonight.   The  park  travel  in  the  last  year  increased  by  almost  20%. 
If  that  rate  of  increase  were  to  continue  for  the  next  4  years  we  would  have  over 
3  million  people  a  year  visiting  Glacier  Park.   A  rather  staggering  number  and 
approaching  the  numbers  that  visit  Yellowstone  Park.   We  have  currently  over  a 
million  acres  of  oil  leases  which  are  in  the  process  of  being  granted,  have  been 
granted,  or  have  been  applied  for  in  the  Flathead  Valley.   A  fairly  well  respected 
geologist  in  the  back  of  the  room  says  there  is  oil  in  this  area,  it  will  be  found 
and  for  those  of  you  who  may  have  visited  Williston,  Montana  or  that  area  in  the 
last  few  years,  you  have  some  idea  of  what  an  oil  boom  can  create  as  far  as 
traffic  patterns  and  problems.   Again,  let  me  say,  perhaps  a  2-lane  highway  may 
well  handle  the  traffic  anticipated  in  the  very  near  future.   However,  if  the 
potential  growth  in  the  area  does  occur  to  any  appreciable  extent,  it  would  appear 
to  be  a  somewhat  shortsighted  decision  to  limit  the  capabilities  of  this  main 
highway  artery.   If  there's  any  amongst  us  who  think  that  a  2  or  3  lane  highway  is 
as  safe  as  a  4-lane,  then  let  he  or  she  be  the  one  to  say  to  the  survivors  of  the 
next  accident,  "But  I  think  it's  safe  enough".   Thank  you. 

D.  BARTCH:   Thank  you.   John  Franklin  -  and  the  next  name  is  Sheriff  Al  Rierson. 

J.  FRANKLIN:   I'm  John  Franklin  with  the  Flathead  County  Safety  Council.   Histor- 
ically the  canyon  has  existed  as  a  transportation  corridor  since  the  1800' s.   The 
communities  in  the  canyon  would  not  exist  if  it  weren't  for  the  transportation 
corridor.   Preservation  of  human  life  and  avoidance  of  human  suffering  should  be 
the  first  consideration  of  this  project.   Flathead  Safety  Council  recommends  a 
4-lane  with  adequate  shoulder  and  adequate  median.   The  Council  does  not  consider 
a  4-foot  median  and  a  4-foot  shoulder  proposal  to  be  adequately  addressing  the 
problem  of  safety  for  the  traveling  public  with  as  high  a  traffic  count  and 
diversity  of  the  types  of  traffic  on  Hwy.  2.   Proposed  road  as  planned  as  having  a 
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20  year  life  but  will  probably  have  to  suffice  for  double  that  time  and  possibly 

more.   Any  highway  design  that  does  not  address  the  safety  of  the  traveling  public 

as  a  primary  need  is  not  in  the  best  interest  of  the  State  of  Montana  or  its 
people.   Thank  you  very  much. 

D.  BARTSCH:   Thank  you.   I  notice  he  used  a  typewritten  sheet  that  he  read  from. 
If  that  was  also  in  the  form  of  a  statement  that  you  had,  or  you  gave  the  essence 
of  that  statement,  and  you  wish  to  turn  it  in  now  that  also  could  be,  will  be  the 
supplement  to  our  written....   Yes,  Al . 

A.  RIERSON:   I'm  Sheriff  Al  Rierson  from  Kalispell. 

D.  BARTSCH:   Excuse  me,  one,  may  I  interrupt  you  just  a  little  bit.   I  forgot  to 
give  the  name  of  the  next  person  I  have  on  the  list,  a  Jim  R-0-H-R-S-S-E-N, 
Rohrssen.   Okay,  thank  you. 

A.  RIERSON:   And  I  have  worked  this  area  for  32  years  in  traffic,  saw  a  very 
minimal  amount  of  traffic  when  I  come  in  here  as  a  traffic  officer  25  years  ago. 
I  should  say  worked  traffic  here  for  25  years,  and  at  the  present  time  I've  been 
coroner  in  the  county  here  for  7  years,  and  I  just  covered  an  accident  yesterday 
where  a  2-lane  highway,  there's  no  question,  was  a  contributing  factor  to  the 
cause  of  the  accident,  as  well  as  the  driver,  of  course,  and  I  think  many  lives 
would  be  saved  with  a  4-lane  highway.   There's  no  question  about  that.   And 
looking  a  little  bit  at  the  economics  of  it,  I  think  people  don't  realize  some- 
times when  a  life  is  lost  how  many  dollars  is  contributed  to  your  government  by 
you  paying  taxes.   I  saw  some  data  here  the  other  day,  as  a  matter  of  fact.   For 
every  one  percent  of  unemployment  the  contribution  to  the  Federal  Government  is 
about  30-35  million,  so  there's  alot  of  loss  when  you're  looking  at  the  loss  of 
lives  and  injury,  to  your  government  from  an  economic  standpoint.   1  definitely 
support  a  4-lane  highway  as  a  past  traffic  officer  in  this  area  and  a  Sheriff- 
Coroner  also.   Thank  you. 

D.  BARTSCH:   Okay.   Thank  you.   Mr.  Rohrssen  -  and  then  a  Tom  Hurlock. 

J.  ROHRSSEN:  I'm  Jim  Rohrssen  and  I'm  from  Martin  City.  Okay,  I  support  alterna- 
tive 3  and  I  think  one  thing  that  really  needs  to  be  considered  is  the  safety  of 
the  bicyclists  that  use  the  corridor.  I  believe  in  the  last  5  years  there's  been 
three  accidents  with  bicyclists  and  I'm  surprised  it's  not  alot  more  because  it's 
very  dangerous  but  I  think  the  reason  is  is  cause  they're  scared  as  hell  to  ride 
their  bikes  on  there.  I  ride  my  bike  all  the  time  along  there  and  I  feel  that, 
for  the  safety  factor  of  alternative  3,  that  it  is  adequate  and  it's  in  the  best 
concerns  of  the  wildlife  also.   Thank  you. 

D.  BARTSCH:   Okay.   Thank  you,  Jim.   Tom  Hurlock  -  and  then  the  next  name  I  have 
is  Troy  M-Y-S-E-R,  Myser. 

T.  HURLOCK:   My  name  is  Tom  Hurlock;  I'm  from  Kalispell.   Small  stuff  first,  I 
guess.   Under  the  heading  of  natural  values,  the  people  of  Glacier  National  Park 
apparently  favor  a  smaller  alternative  because  of  wildlife  factors.   I  consider 
that  very  important  as  natural  values,  including  wildlife,  are  really  what  makes 
this  area  special,  far  more  than  anything  else.   I  notice  that  there's  no  mention 

of  loss  of  timber  base  but  I  would  point  out  that  this  would  be  a  hot  controversial ( 

ENDS) 

D.  BARTSCH:   You  runnin' ,  Bill?   Okay.   If  you'd  please  continue,  thank  you. 
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T.  HURLOCK:   The  pedestrian  crossing  situation  is,  across  a  4-lane  is  considered 
important  and  I  think  that  we  should  be  careful  in  how  we  handle  the  pedestrian, 
the  factors  which  contribute  to  safe  pedestrian  crossing.   I  find  that,  it's 
bothered  me  for  years,  a  lot  of  people  are  not  at  all  bothered  by  it  but  this  is   • 
terribly  wasteful,  our  running  back  and  forth  in  cars  as  we  did  to  get  up  here 
from  Kalispell.   Across  the  river  from  this  proposed  and  existing  highway  there's 
a  train.   A  far  more  efficient  means  of  transportation.   I've  used  it,  I've  gone 
all  the  way  back  to  Connecticut  and  back  on  it  myself.   I  think  it's  a  good  means 
of  transportation  for  tourists  from  Seattle,  Spokane,  Minneapolis  and  many  points 
of  the  country.   If  we  used  that,  and  that  becomes  part  of  the  issue,  if  we  upgraded 
the  trains  we  could  save  a  great  deal  of  energy  and  I  think  that  the  whole  trans- 
portation system  should  be  under  discussion  here,  not  just  the  highway  itself. 

It's  interesting  that  the  cutbacks  are  proposed  on  the  more  efficient  means  of 
transportation  and  the  highways  are  really  sucking  up  alot  of  our  dollars.   I  also 
notice,  I  came  in  a  car  with  four  other  people  but  there  was  no  bus.   I  understand 
there  is  no  bus  to  Glacier  National  Park  from  Kalispell,  Montana  at  all  and  I  come 
up  here  an  hike  and  I  would  gladly  take  the  bus.   I've  taken  the  bus  on  long  trips 
clear  to  Connecticut  and  back,  which  I  don't  recommend.   I  don't  recommend.   Don't 
ever  do  it.   You'll  be  sick  ten  different  ways,  but  there  is  no  bus  here  from 
Kalispell  and  I  could  use  the  bus  to  get  up  to  this  meeting  if  there  was  a  proper 
bus  service.   I  could  use  the  bus  to  get  up  to  hike,  as  could  other  people.   Cross 
country  travelers  cannot  use  the  bus  which  is  not  here.   This  is  absurd.   I  think 
there  should  be  some  people,  including  some,  say  County  Commissioners  and  ex-County 
Commissioners  who  are  laughing,  perhaps  because  they  think  this  is  funny,  and  I 
think  it  is  a  damn  disgrace.   Really  bad,  wasteful.   I'm,  I  would't  be  proud  of 
being  wasteful.   So  I  think  that  we  should  get  a  bus  sys .  .  .  ,  get  a  bus  running 
here . 

There's  little  support  but  I  think  that  if  we  could  pull  back  some  of  the  energy 
production  on  our  public  lands,  on  our  public  lands  like  the  Bob  Marshall,  which 
is  not  happening  but  some  people  would  like  to  do.   If  we  could  cut  back  on  energy 
consumption  off  of  our  dear  public  lands  which  are  so  darn  valuable  for  natural 
values,  we  could  convince,  encourage  perhaps,  the  American  public  to  look  towards 
other  transportation  means.   As  for  accidents,  that's  a  hot  issue.   I  looked  at 
this  statement  and  I  read  it  quickly,  part  of  it,  and  either  my  logic  is  no  good 
or  somebody  else's  logic  is  no  good,  but  I  find  that  the  accidents  are  primarily, 
according  to  the  way  I  read  it,  caused  by  drinking,  by  speeding,  by  driver  error, 
and  one  of  the  figures,  if  I  recall  correctly,  I'm  not  sure,  was  that  five  accidents 
were,  in  one  section,  let's  see,  due  to  road  conditions  and  I  think  40  something 
accidents  to,  to  other,  all  the  other  factors.   I  fail,  I  lost  a  brother  in  a 
drinking/driving  accident.  He  was  a  young  man,  he  was  about  18  years  old  and  so 
when  somebody  says  something  about,  you  know,  what  if  was  your  brother,  I  can  say, 
"it  was  my  brother",  many  years  ago.   The  logic  does  not  hold,  I  suppose.   On  page 
77  it  says  there's  a  need  for  safety  improvement  but  how  can  the  safety  improve- 
ments, how  can  the  road,  even  if  improved,  compensate  for  all  that  drinking, 
speeding,  and  driver  error.   I  can't  see  it  and  I  think  that  should  be  explained. 
Maybe  I  just  didn't  understand  it  correctly.   And  I  would  like  a  very  clear 
explanation  of  how  the  improving  the  road  can  compensate  for  all  the  drinking, 
speeding,  and  driver  error. 

So,  if  you  had  a  sober  alternative,  a  sober  alternative  I  think  many  of  us  would 
go  for.   If  you  had  a  slow  down  alternative  we  would  also  cheer  that,  and  I  think, 
under  that  I  think  that  we  should  differentiate.   It's  not  clear  in  my  reading 
which  of  those  accidents  were  due  to  drinking,  which  were  due  to  speeding,  and 
which,  it  could  have  been,  the  way  I  read  it  could  have  been  everybody  that  was 
drinking  was  speeding  and  that's  not  at  all  clear.   That  should  be  clarified  also. 
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But,  I  can't  see  any  great  need  at  this  point  for  more  than  2  lanes  if  the  speeding 
and  drinking  are  the  main,  and  driver  error,  are  the  main  causes  for  accidents. 
There's  a  logic  that  escapes  me.   Thank  you. 

D.  BARTSCH:  Okay.  Thank  you.  Troy  Myser  -  and  the  next  name  I  have  is  a  Mary 
Ellen  Connelly,  C-O-N-N-E-L-L-Y.   I  said  Troy  and  I  see  it's  T-O-R-Y,  Tory  maybe? 

UNIDENTIFIED:   Inaudible.   (Tory  Myser) 

D.  BARTSCH:   Okay.   Her  statement  is  just  that  she  backs  the  60  foot  4-lane  and 
we'll  go  on  to  the  next  one,  and  that  would  be  Mary  Ellen  Connelly,  C-O-N-N-E-L-L-Y, 
and  the  name  after  that  I  have  a  Nancy  Moser,  M-0-S-E-R. 
Mary  Ellen? 

M.  CONNELLY:   My  statements  have  been  made  already. 

D.  BARTSCH:   Your  statements  have  been  made  already? 

M.  CONNELLY:   For  the  4-lane. 

D.  BARTSCH:  In  favor  of  the  4-lane?  Okay,  fine.  Thank  you  very  much  for  that 
cooperation.  Nancy  Moser  -  and  the  next  name  I  have  is  a  Ray  S-E-R-R-A.  Nancy 
Moser.   Same  Statement?   Okay,  thank  you. 

UNIDENTIFIED:   Can  I  come  back  a  little  later? 

D.  BARTSCH:   And  yours  is? 

R.  SERRA:   Ray  Serra. 

D.  BARTSCH:  Ray  Serra?  Sure.  We  can  put  you  further  down.  Okay,  Nancy  Moser? 
The  same?  Oh,  excuse,  excuse  me,  I'm  on  the  wrong  pile,  I  guess.  Vicky  Lane  is 
the  next  name  and  then  Rex  Blood,  B-L-0-0-D. 

V.  LANE:   I'll  give  my  statement  later. 

D.  BARTSCH:   Later  on?   Okay,  fine.   Rex? 

L.  BLOOD:   I'll  have  to  disappoint  you.   I'm  gonna  stand  up  and  speak. 

D.  BARTSCH:   Well,  she  still  stayed  in  the  pile  so  that  didn't  help  too  much. 
Okay,  Mr.  Blood. 

L.  BLOOD:   My  name  is  Lex  Blood;  I  live  in  Columbia  Falls.   I  don't  know  if  I  was 
the  geologist  that  Walt  was  talking  about;  maybe  I  should  ask  him.   I  may  be 
clairvoyant,  more  so  than  I  intend  to  be.   There  have  been  statements,  heretofore, 
with  respect  to  the  safety  aspects  of  the  roads.   There  have  been  statements  made 
with  respect  to  the  traffic  counts  on  the  road  and  what  this  implies,  with  respect 
to  the  design  that  is  being  considered  this  evening.   I  think  that  possibly  either 
the  speakers  have  not  listened  to  the  presentation  that  was  made  here,  nor  possibly 
have  they  read  portions  of  the  draft.   I'd  like  to  refer  you  to  page  124,  with 
respect  to  safety,  and  the  table  which  was  shown  quite  clearly  on  the  overhead  is 
table  no.  23.   Sheriff  Rierson  indicated  that  the  4-lane  highway  would,  as  far  as 
he  was  concerned,  have  a  very  definate  safety  edge  over  a  two  lane  special  and  I 
believe  that  the  table  indicates  that  they  are  identical,  and  if  I'm  wrong  I'd 
appreciate  that  being  pointed  out  because  I  believe  that  was  the  information  that 
was  presented  up  here.   So,  therefore,  I  conclude  that  the  two  alternatives,  those 
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two  alternatives,  the  4-lane  preferred  alternative,  that  is  the  60  foot,  and  the 
2-lane  special  design  have  equivalent  safety  standards. 

The  next  point  that  I  would  like  to  make  would  be  with  regard  to  the  traffic 
growth  and  I'd  refer  you  then  to  page  66  and  what  I  consider,  being  and  engineer 
of  a  different  type,  to  be  some  rather  poor  statistics.   If  you'll  look  at  figure 
17  which  is  the  table  on  page  67,  excuse  me,  the  figure,  and  then  page  66,  table 
9.   The  data  in  table  9  clearly  indicate  a  peaking  in  the  average  daily  traffic  in 
1977  and  a  general  decline  thereafter  and  I  submit  that  you  could  give  me  any  set 
of  data,  and  if  you  allow  me  to  draw  a  band  that  was  wide  enough,  I  could  cover 
all  the  data.   I  think  what  is  evident  in  the  table,  or  excuse  me,  on  the  figure 
on  page  67,  are  two  trends.   Yes,  there  is  an  increase  up  to  the  year  1977  and 
then  the  trend  is  very  definately  downward  after  that,  and  I  feel  that  to  project 
a,  an  increase,  an  explanantial  increase  based  upon  historical  data  is  clearly 
inappropriate.   I  think  that  the  federal  government  today  is  learning  that.   I 
think  that  that's  a  message  of  the  time,  that  we  cannot  expect  explanatial  growth; 
it's  not  in  the  cards. 

I  would  also  like  to  ask  what  degree  of  statistical  significance  you  put  on  a  cost 
benefit  ratio  analysis  that  shows  a  difference  of  1.30  and  1.24.   I  suspect  that 
these  statistics  there  are  highly  misleading.   I  think  that  the  estimates  that  are 
involved  have  a  degree  of  error  which  makes  this,  if  those  are  within  plus  or 
minus  20%  I'd  be  very  surprised.   So  what  I  see  here  is  a,  I  don't  know  if  it's  an 
attempt,  real  or  otherwise,  to,  first  of  all  cite  "no  significant  impact",  "no 
significant  impact"  cite  data  which  could  be,  and  I  think  basically  by  the  infor- 
mation, is  shown  to  be,  not  support  a  4-lane  highway  and  to  use  this  to  justify 
that  as  a  preferred  alternative.   I  wonder  when  the  sum  of  no  significant  impacts 
becomes  a  significant  impact.   I'm  asking  for  an  algebraic  sum.   I  feel  frustrated. 
I  feel  that,  I  don't  think  we're  being  truthful  about  the  matter  and  I  would 
implore  the  Montana  Department  of  Highway,  the  Federal  Highway  Commission,  to  look 
at  this  project  in  tune  with  the  times  of  today,  not  with  standards  of  ten  years 
ago.   To  look  to  the  future  because  I  think  we  will  all  benefit  and  I  think  we 
will  certainly  be  building  a  highway  which  will  be  in  tune  with  the  times.   Thank 
you  very  much. 

D.  BARTSCH:   Okay.   Thank  you.   With  a  couple  of  those  who  essentially  passed 
their  turn  I  guess  you'd  say,  but  got  on  the  records,  I  forgot  to  announce  the 
next  name  I  had  and  that  a  James  W.  Grant,  James  Grant,  and  the  name  I  have  after 
that  is  Frank  Guay ,  G-U-A-Y.   Jim  Grant,  please. 

J.  GRANT:   I  live  in,  on  that  new  part  of  Hwy.  40  out  there  between  Whitefish  and 
Columbia  Falls.   On  page  129  I  believe  it  is,  energy.   This  last  car  I  bought  has 
got  one  of  them  little  gadgets,  a  cruise  control.   So  far  in  this  county  the  only 
place  I've  been  able  to  use  it  is  on  that  north  end  of  the  highway  to  LaSalle,  but 
they  do  tell  me  if  I  can  use  the  doggone  thing  I  can  save  fuel  and  I  thought  if  I 
can  save  some  fuel  on  a  4-lane  highway,  which  I  do,  these  big  trucks  can  really 
save  some.   Talking  about  the  future  highway  travel,  get  to  looking  at  these 
railroads  and  how  they're  treating  us  and  they're  wanting  to  shut  down  and  cut  us 
out  of  the  picture  up  here.   I  kinda  expect  alot  more  bigger  trucks  on  this  road. 
Getting  back  to,  like  I  told  you  where  I  live,  I  live  on  a  nice  improved  wide 
2-lane  highway  out  there.  Beautiful  highway  for,  but  within  a  quarter  mile  of  my 
turnoff  I've  seen  three  people  killed  there  in  the  last  two  years.   There's  been 
five  deer  killed  there  and  there  was  quite  a  few  people  try  to  use  that  as  a 
4-lane  road  and  they  almost  got  a  bunch  of  kids  waiting  for  a  school  bus  out  there 
one  day.   I'm  in  favor  of  the  4-lane  highway;  it's  the  only  thing.   We've  gotta 
have  it.   Thank  you. 
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D.  BARTSCH.   Okay.   Thank  you.   Frank  Guay  -  and  the  next  name  I  have  is  a  Harold, 
looks  like  Ridenour,  R-I-D-E-N-O-U-R. 

F.  GUAY:   Thank  you.   I'm  Frank  Guay  from  Kalispell.   In  my  opinion  it's  unthink- 
able to  build  anything  but  a  4-lane  highway  through  this  stretch.   This  is  not 
just  a  local  piece  of  road;  this  is  a  cross-continental  highway  subject  to 
increasing  amounts  of  truck  traffic  plus  increasing  amounts  of  tourist  traffic. 
I've  lived  in  this  country  all  my  life.   I've  traveled  that  road  probably  as  often 
and  as  many  times  as  anybody  here.   In  the  summertime  during  tourist  travel  times, 
it's  impossible.   Frankly,  I  resent  the  feds  telling  me  I  can  only  drive  55  miles 
an  hour,  much  less  having  some  tourist  squeeze  me  down  to  20  miles  an  hour,  which 
is  what  happens  on  this  piece  of  road  most  of  the  time.   Glacier  Park  is  expanding 
in  spite  of  what  anybody  might  tell  you.   They  are  having  record  numbers  of  visitors 
to  Glacier  Park  and  I  think  it's  unrealistic  not  to  encourage  a  4-lane  highway 
feeding  that  park,  particularly  in  an  area  such  as  this.   I  agree  with  Lex  Blood 
in  one  respect.   This  highway  or  any  other  highway  is  going  to  have  an  impact  but 
is  that  impact  really  going  to  be  that  significant  that  we  can  close  our  eyes  to 
the  possibility  of  having  an  adequate  highway  in  one  of  the  most  vulnerable  spots 
on  Hwy.  2,  and  I'm  talking  about  coast  to  coast  because  that's  exactly  what  Hwy.  2 
is,  and  if  there's  anyplace  on  Hwy.  2  where  4-lanes  are  required  or  is  cried  for, 
it's  this  particular  area. 

There's  another  thing  that  few  of  us  know  about,  relatively  few  of  us  anyway, 
something  we  don't  like  to  talk  about  too  much,  and  that's  civil  defense.   I've 
been  involved  with  civil  defense  for  a  number  of  years  and  maybe  some  of  you  know 
or  are  aware  that  in  event  of  a  nuclear  attack  Flathead  County  will  become  a  host 
county  for  other  counties  such  as  Cascade  County  and  counties  where  they  are, 
where  they  have  a  high  potential  for  attack.   If  that  should  happen  during  one  of 
our  high  tourist  months  on  Hwy.  2,  we're  looking  at  a  disaster  right  there. 
You'll  never  move  the  amount  of  people,  and  it's  estimated  to  be  between  30  and  60 
thousand  people,  to  be  moved  in  48  to  60  hours.   You'll  never  move  that  amount  of 
people  on  the  kind  of  road  that  you  have  now  or  the  2-lane  highway  this  is  proposed 
in  alternate  no.  3.   I  very  stongly  urge  the  State  of  Montana  and  the  Highway 
Department  to  use  our  road  tax  dollars  and  give  us  an  adequate  4-lane  highway  such 
as  we're  looking  at  in  alternate  no.  2. 

D.  BARTSCH:   Okay.   I  don't  remember  that  being  mentioned  before.   Okay.  Harold 
Ridenour,  if  that's  pronounced  correctly,  and  the  next  name  I  have,  you'll  have  to 
excuse  me  on  this  one,  I  can't  read  it  too  well.   It  looks  like  it  could  be  Doug, 
Douglas  Trent,  possibly,  or  something  like  that.   The  first  initial's  D,  the  last 
initial,  last  name  begins  with  T.   That's  the  best  I  can  do  for  sure.   And  that 
was  Harold  Ridenour? 

UNIDENTIFIED:   Mr.  Ridenour  went  home  some  time  ago. 

D.  BARTSCH:   He  left  for  home.   Okay.   Here  again  this  name,  I  can't  read  it  too 
well.   It  looks  like  a  D-O-I-G,  or  maybe  Dwight,  Dwight  Trent,  or  something  like 
that.   Anybody  decipher  that?   Looks  like  Dwight  Trent.   Okay,  I'm  sorry  about 
that.   If  that  person's  here  and  I  do  miss  it  that  bad,  I'm  sorry.  It  looks  like 
Tom  R-I-C,  or  R-I-D,  maybe  Tom  Ridenour,  R-I-D-E-N-E-A,  okay,  if  you'll  correct 
that  pronounciation  for  me,  and  the  next  name  I  have  is,  looks  like  an  Elaine 
Snyder.   Tom  please. 

T.  RIDENOUR:  Ya ,  Tom  Ridenour.  Just  want  to  briefly  say  again  that  I  do  now  and 
always  have  favored  alternative  no.  1,  the  good  wide  4-lane  highway.  I  question 
the  possibility  of  the  narrower  4-lane  highway  serving  the  purpose  as  well  as  the 
wide  one,  due  to  the  fact  that  we'd  have  build-in  pull  off  lane  for  breakdowns  or 
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tourists  that  was  to  stop  and  admire  the  scenery,  take  a  picture,  feed  the  dog, 
and  therefore,  just  go  on  record  one  more  time.   88  foot  4-lane  highway. 

D.  BARTSCH:   Okay.   Thank  you  very  much.   I  believe  I  read  that  as  Elaine  Snyder, 
is  it?   And  the  next  name  I  have  is  a  Henry  Oldenberg,  O-L-D-E-N-B-U-R-G,  it  looks 
like. 

E.  SNYDER:   I'm  Elain  Snyder  from  Kila.   After  reviewing  the  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  I  totally  disagree  with  the  preferred  alternative  no.  2.   Instead 
I  prefer  the  second,  the  third  alternative  which  is  a  special  design  2-lane  alter- 
native.  I  feel  this  area,  the  canyon,  does  not  need  a  4-lane  encroaching  on  its 
natural  and  wildlife  habitat,  the  population  centers,  economies  and  the  winter 
safety  conditions.   A  4-lane  would  be  a  detriment  to  the  uniquiness  of  the  canyon 
area.   Over  the  years  I've  worked  with  the  Flathead  Chapter  of  the  Montana  Wilder- 
ness Association  and  during  this  time  local  and  state  citizens  of  this  organiza- 
tion have  secured  the  wild  &  scenic  river  designation  for  the  Flathead  River, 
several  forks  of  it,  and  the  Great  Bear  Wilderness  Area.   The  environmentally 
sensitive  areas  outlined  on  page  86  of  this  statement  are  parameters  of  a  very 
sensitive  egosystem  for  the  threatened  grizzly  bear  and  the  endangered  bald  eagle. 
These  animals  know  no  boundaries  and  require  adequate  space  and  minimal  human 
contact  to  survive.   Their  rights  are  protected  under  law  and  this  draft  and  the 
preferred  alternative  fall  short  of  recognizing  their  needs.   The  U.S.  Fish  & 
Wildlife  Service  biological  opinion  recommends,  recommendations  should  be 
followed,  and  that  is  that  the  road  between  West  Glacier  and  Coram  be  as  narrow  as 
possible,  to  a  2-lane.   This  document  I  found  lacking  in  scientific  cites,  speci- 
fic scientific  data.    There's  no  footnotes  whatsoever  and  I  feel  that  this  should 
be  included  in  any  kind  of  record  that  is  published  and  so  I  support  the  2-lane 
alternative . 

D.  BARTSCH:   The  alternative  3,  2-lane  alternative.   Okay.   Henry  Oldenburg,  thank 
you.   And  the  next  name  I  have  is  a  Les...,  looks  like  Leslie  Dillon. 

H.  OLDENBURG:   Henry  Oldenburgn,  Flathead  County  Commissioner,  Bigfork.   I  repeat 
again  the  concerns  I've  expressed  at  every  meeting;  I  missed,  I  think,  one,  the 
greatest  safety  protection  for  the  people  who  live  and  work  here,  as  well  as  for 
the  traveling  public.   Guarantying,  and  I  emphasize  guarantying,  the  greatest 
safety  protection  for  our  people  and  children  is  of  supreme  importance.   I  support 
the  Flathead  Safety  Council's  concerns  in  this  regard  wholeheartedly.   The  speci- 
fic safety  needs  of  crosswalks,  protective  medians,  bikepaths ,  etc.,  must,  and  I 
emphasize  must,  be  part  and  parcel  of  this  determination.   A  very  specific  concern 
of  mine  is  the  shift  in  alternatives  2  and  3  to  the  4  foot  shoulder.   I  question 
that  very  much.   It's  dangerous  in  winter,  they  sluff  away.   For  safety  purposes 
an  alternative  to,  on  the  curves  the  4  foot  median,  I  think,  should  be  converted 
to  jersey  rails;  these  4  foot  high  concrete  dividers.   If  you  gotta  face  one  of 
those  grain  trucks  like  I  did  on  that  curve  there  and  you'll  know  what  I'm  talking 
about.   An  added  width  should  be  added  to  the  shoulders  in  alternative  2.   Alter- 
native 3  also  should  not  drop  to  a  4  foot  shoulder  on  the  climbing  lane.   This 
again  is  dangerous.   Thank  you. 

D.  BARTSCH:   Okay.   Thank  you.   Leslie  Dillon  -  and  the  next  name  I  have  is  a 
Nancy  Swanson,  S-W-A-N-S-O-N. 

L.  DILLON:   I'm  Leslie  Dillon,  I'm  a  resident  and  property  owner  in  Coram.   I 
support  the  2-lane  special  design  alternative  and  I'd  like  to  say  that  I  also 
support  wholeheartedly  the  statements  made  a  few  weeks  ago  by  Gary  Wicks,  the 
Director  of  Highways.   He  said  that  todays  economic  realities  mean  the  state  will 
have  to  build  roads  using  lower  standards.   He  also  said  we're  no  longer  able  to 
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consider  a  cadillac  project.   Instead  we  have  to  try  to  provide  a  decent  road.   I 
compliment  him  for  those  statements.   I  just  wish  he  would  try  to  now  implement 
them.   If  we  need  a  decent  road,  which  we  all  agree  we  do  need,  I  think  the  special 
2-lane  design  meets  that  requirement.   As  Lex  directed  everyone  to  table  23  on 
page  124  which  says  that  the  estimated  safety  factors  are  equal  for  the  special 
design  or  60  foot  4-lane,  I'd  also  like  to  read  something  right  in  the  Impact 
Statement,  right  before  that  table  which  is  on  page  120,  I  believe.   On  page  123 
it  says,  in  commenting  on  these,  how  these  estimations  were  made,  it  says,  "In 
addition,  new  4-lane  highways  that  replace  a  2-lane  highway  show  an  artifically 
low  rate  that  tends  to  increase  as  time  passes.   In  view  of  this  information  the 
accident  rates  for  the  4-lane  highways  are  probably  understated".   So  to  me,  when 
the  table  indicates  that  they're  equal  but  yet  the  Impact  Statement  itself  says 
that  that's  probably  not  the  fact  and  that  perhaps  the  2-lane  road  is  even  a  safer 
road.   I  also  agree  with  what  Henry  Oldenburg  just  said  about  the  4  foot  shoulders. 
I  think  the  60  foot  road  with  the  4  foot  shoulder  is  a  real  bad  thing.   I  can't 
imagine  pulling  off  on  a  4  foot  shoulder  and  trying  to  fix  a  flat  tire  on  the  left 
side  of  my  car  in  the  driving  lane.   I  just,  I  can't  see  that  as  a  new  thing  to 
build  with  attempted  safety.   So  if  the  Highway  Department  wants  to  build  a  decent 
road  but  they  intend  to  adopt  a  policy  of  downscoping  as  Gary  Wicks  is  suggesting, 
I  think  they  have  no  choice  but  to  design  the  more  moderate  road. 

Another  point  I'd  like  to  make  which  isn't  one  of  the  hot  points  but  it's  important 
to  me  is,  again,  about  the  bike  path.   I've  read  this  Impact  Statement  cover  to 
cover  and  I've,  I  feel  like  there's  some  kinda ,  I  don't  know,  wierd  things  in 
here.   It's  been  stated  at  all  the  public  meetings  up  to  this  point  that  there 
would  be  a  separate  bike  path  included  with  any  of  the  new  construction  alterna- 
tives but  what  in  fact  it  says  in  this  Impact  Statement  is  that  perhaps  this  is 
gonna  be  scrapped  and  that  bikers  and  pedestrians  and  skiers  should  use  the  high- 
way shoulder.   This  is  based  on  the  supposed  assumption  that  long  distance  bike 
riders  prefer  to  ride  on  the  highway  because  it's  better  maintained.   Well,  I  feel 
that  long  distance  bike  riders  are  most  often  adults  and  they're  experienced 
riders  used  to  riding  in  high  speed  traffic  so  if  they  want  to  ride  on  the  highway, 
that's  fine,  they  can  ride  on  the  highway  but  I'm  not  an  experienced  rider  in  that 
sense  and  I  don't  like  the  exhaust  of  a  logging  truck  blowing  down  my  neck  when  I 
ride  my  bike  and  I  think  it's  totally  unsafe  for  children  to  be  riding  on  a  high 
speed  highway  so  I  would  like  to  emphasis  that  I  think  a  segregated  bike  and  ski 
path  is  imperative  is  there's  gonna  be  that  facility  accommodated  at  all. 

The  last  point  I'd  like  to  make  is  in  reference  to  the  biological  opinion  by  the 
U.S.  Fish  &  Wildlife  Service.   This  opinion  was  very  briefly  summarized  on  page 
109  of  the  EIS,  in  what  I  feel  is  a  very  misleading  way.   They  gave  one  sentence, 
taken  out  of  context,  which  implies  that  the  Fish  &  Wildlife  Service  are  not 
concerned  about  the  highway  impact  on  grizzly  bears.   In  fact,  the  opinion  is  five 
pages  long,  it's  in  the  back  of  the  book  if  anyone  hasn't  noticed  that,  and  there 
are  five  statements  in  there  concerned,  very  direct  statements,  concerned  with  the 
width  of  the  highway.   Two  of  these  statements  comment  directly  on  the  negative 
impact  of  a  4-lane  highway  with  the  grizzly  bear.   Two  statements  request  that  the 
new  road  be  built  with  a  design  alternative  that  is  as  narrow  as  reasonably 
possible  and  there's  one  statement  that  specifically  supports  a  2-lane  road  through 
the  lake  five  area.   I  feel  that  the  grizzly  bear  is  a  very  vital  element  in  this 
unique  glacier  region,  Glacier  Park  Region,  and  that  the  opinion  of  the  Fish  & 
Wildlife  Service  is  quite  valid  and  should  be  highly  regarded  when  the  design 
alternative  is  chosen.   Thank  you. 

D.  BARTSCH:   Thank  you.   Nancy  Swanson  -  and  the  next  name  is  Roger  Blades. 
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N.  SWANSON:   My  name  is  Nancy  Swanson,  I'm  a  resident  of  Whitefish  and  my  husband 
is  a  physician  in  Kalispell  and  he  couldn't  be  here  tonight  so  I'm  going  to  read 
something  both  of  us.   We'd  like  to  bring  out  two  points.   The  first  point,  I  have 
a  background  in  biology  and  I  have  some  real  problems  with  the  draft  because 
there's  no  footnotes  and,  for  example,  there's  a  statement  on  page  109  saying, 
"Bears  have  made  behavioral  adjustments  to  these  conditions",  referring  to  the 
width  of  the  highway.   Well,  I,  you  know,  has  someone  talked  to  a  bear,  I  mean, 
where  did  this  come  from?   I  also  have  a  major  concern,  if  you  look  at  point  15  on 
page  18  in  the  draft  it  states,  "A  significant  issue  is  the  use  of  regional  as 
opposed  to  local  perspective".  I  determine  this  to  mean  that  the  perspective  which 
needs  to  be  included  is  how  the  highway  affects  the  egosystem  or  bioregion.   I 
feel  that  the  affect  on  the  larger  egosystem  has  been  virtually  ignored.   I  do  not 
see  an  adequate  discussion  based  on  data  concerning  the  parameters  of  the  Northern 
Continental  Divide  grizzly  bear  egosystem  or  bioregion.   I  also  would  like  to  see 
included  impacts  on  the  grizzly  bear  recovery  and  management  programs.   I  find 
exceptions  to  the  conclusion  drawn  on  page  86,  under  the  title  Environmentally 
Sensitive  Areas  and  Issues,  "The  proposed  highway  4-lane  alternative  2  is  expected 
to  have  negligible  impact  on  these  environmentally  sensitive  areas.   In  a  biore- 
gional  perspective  no  construction  as  major  as  a  4-lane  highway  could  be  concluded 
to  have  negligible  impact.   I  believe  the  draft  shows  its  bias  in  these  unsubstan- 
tiated broad  statements  and  I  am  not  at  all  convinced  through  this  document  the 
impact  on  all  animal  communities,  including  threatened  grizzly  bear  and  endangered 
bald  eagles  will  be  negligible.   I  would  like  to  state  the  draft  is  full  of 
inconsistencies  and  contridictions .   I  could  go  through  page  by  page  here  in  the 
biological  opinion  and  show  you,  you  can  turn  to  page  35  in  the  appendix,  and  the 
first  paragraph,  it  states,  "It  was  concluded  that  no  specific  data  is  available 
at  this  time  to  document  numbers  of  wildlife  in  the  area".   And  the  next  sentence 
says,  "It  was  also  determined  that  no  areas  along  the  project  are  being  heavily 
used  by  wildlife  for  crossing  existing  highways".   Those  statements  are  inconsisent. 

At  the  last  meeting  I  brought  up  the  discussion  of  economics  and  I'd  to  continue 
with  that.   Economic  considerations  are  a  principal  concern  here.   The  fiscal 
savings  outlined  in  the  draft  by  construction  of  a  2-lane  special  design  are 
significant  in  light  of  the  new  government  block  grant  program.   I  would  like  to 
emphasize  that  maintenance  of  the  alternative  3  or  4  is  more  appropriate  in  view 
of  the  fiscal  situation  the  Department  of  Highways  will  be  facing  in  the  future. 
An  article  in  the  Missoulian  of  November  16,  1981  states  that  the  Republican 
Legislature  leaders  have  no  intention  of  allocating  more  money  to  Montana  highways 
by  passing  Governor  Schwinden's  proposed  fuel  tax  increase.   The  response  by  the 
Highway  Department  Director  was,  "Federal  cuts  will  not  affect  Montana  highways 
until  1983".   I  believe  that  conservative  road  construction  should  proceed  with  an 
eye  to  eventual  cuts  in  funding.   Maintenance  of  existing  roads  should  be  the 
fiscal  priority.   I  would  like  to  further  comment  that  construction  recently  done 
on  Hwy.  93  outside  of  Whitefish  cost  approximately  1  million  dollars  a  mile.   No 
one  can  estimate  the  future  cost  of  highway  repairs  in  an  unstable  inflated  economy 
such  as  ours.   Governor  Schwinden  himself  has  stated  that  highways  in  Montana  have 
been  subjected  to  "years  of  neglect."   How  can  a  Cadillac  type  4-lane  highway 
project  be  justified,  especially  in  light  of  recent  data  showing  that  traffic 
volumes  have  decreased  since  the  peak  year  1977,  right  here  in  this  document  (see 
page  66,  table  9  of  the  draft).   In  conclusion,  I  believe  that  all  fiscal  informa- 
tion does  not  justify  the  4-lane  alternative,  the  data  on  traffic  volume  does  not 
justify  alternative  2,  nor  is  there  significant  difference  in  the  safety  aspects 
between  the  2-lane  special  design  and  the  4-lane  design  which  is  outlined  on  page 
124,  table  23.   Thank  you. 

D.  BARTSCH:   Okay.   Thank  you.   Roger  Blades  -  and  the  next  name  I  have  is  Emory 
Smith. 

-26- 


R.  BLADES:   My  name  is  Roger  Blades  and  my  remarks  are  made  as  an  individual  who 
lives  in  West  Glacier,  and  as  an  international  representative  of  the  Operating 
Engineers.   The  purpose  of  my  testimony  is  to  point  out  that  the  timely  construc- 
tion of  an  88  foot  4-lane  highway  is  the  safest  and  most  economical  choice  for  the 
Hungry  Horse-West  Glacier  project.   In  addition,  I  support  the  highway's  conclusion 
in  the  Draft  EIS  that  the  environmental  impact  will  be  minor  or  preventable  if 
common  sense  is  used.   The  government  spends  thousands  of  dollars  to  remove  bears 
from  populated  areas  and  then  fights  to  give  them  easy  access  to  the  highway,  then 
they  say  that  people  want  a  2-lane  highway  to  come  and  see  the  park  in  order  to 
enjoy  it,  regardless  of  the  fact  that  we'll  be  busy  dodging  traffic,  and  if  they 
have  an  accident,  they  may  never  make  it.    It  just  does  not  make  sense  to  have 
such  conflicting  and  inconsistent  policies.   The  overriding  issue  that  has  surfaced 
in  all  of  the  meetings  so  far  is  concern  about  traffic  and  pedestrian  safety.   The 
attached  exhibit  that  I  turned  in  compares  the  decrease  in  number  of  accidents  per 
year  for  each  alternate.   Line  one  gives  the  estimated  number  of  accidents  per 
year,  line  2  shows  the  number  of  accidents  that  could  be  avoided  annually  by 
comparing  each  alternate  to  the  59  accidents  which  can  occur  on  the  existing 
highway.   As  shown  in  column  E,  line  3,  the  64%  reduction  in  the  number  of  accidents 
per  year  for  the  wider  4-lane  is  substantially  greater  than  for  the  other  alterna- 
tives.  In  fact,  utilization  of  the  wider  4-lane  rather  than  a  60  foot  4-lane  or 
the  special  design  2-lane  would  reduce  accidents  by  22%  and  amount  to  13  fewer 
accidents  per  year.   This  decrease  is  especially  significant  for  those  of  us  who 
live  in  the  West  Glacier  area  and  must  travel  the  entire  length  of  the  road  on  a 
regular  basis  to  got  to  work  or  school,  and  to  obtain  goods  and  services. 

The  Draft  EIS  indicates  that  the  construction  is  tentatively  scheduled  in  two 
sections.   The  first  to  be  let  in  June  of  1983,  and  the  second  to  be  let  in  July 
of  1984.   If  the  entire  project  could  be  accomplished  as  one  unit  and  let  as  soon 
as  possible,  preferrably  the  spring  of  '82,  it  would  hasten  the  benefit  of  safer 
transportation,  reduce  the  overall  time  of  the  construction  phase.   The  employment 
and  economic  benefits  during  construction  would  be  greatest  with  the  wider  4-lane. 
This  alternate  would  generate  150  construction  jobs  and  most  of  the  project  dollars 
would  stay  in  Montana.   A  1982  construction  date  would  bring  these  benefits  to  the 
area  much  sooner  and  counteract  rising  costs  in  the  price  of  materials.   The  funds 
which  are  used  to  pay  construction  costs  come  from  user  fees.   We  must  pay  this 
fuel  tax  everytime  we  buy  gas,  whether  the  existing  deficient  highway  is  used  or  a 
less  than  adequate  one  is  built.   Since  the  residence  fuel  tax  dollar  has  been 
used  to  build  roads  in  other  areas  since  1931,  it  seems  reasonable  that  some  of 
these  dollars  be  returned  to  the  area  and  assure  adequate  services  for  present  and 
future  generations.   While  federal  funds  are  still  available  lets  build  a  road  in 
northwest  Montana  where  there  are  more  miles  of  deteriorating  roads  than  anywhere 
in  the  state.   The  wider  4-lane  would  provide  all  users  with  a  fair  return  on 
their  fuel  tax  dollars  because  the  traffic  will  flow  freely  with  the  optimum 
safety  for  many  years. 

To  summarize,  I  support  the  88  foot  4-lane  because  it  is  the  safest  and  most 
appropriate  choice.   I  also  support  the  letting  in  one  unit  without  further  delay 
because  a  prompt  construction  schedule  would  provide  better  and  safer  transporta- 
tion at  an  earlier  date,  boost  the  local  economy  at  a  time  when  it  is  really 
needed,  and  help  offset  rising  costs  caused  by  inflation.   Finally,  I  believe  this 
proposal  is  wise  use  for  our  highway  construction  funds  because  it  best  meets  the 
short  term  and  long  term  needs  of  the  public  with  little  or  no  damage  to  the 
environment.   Thank  you. 

D.  BARTSCH:   Thank  you.   Emory  Smith  -  and  then  the  next  one  I  have  is  Larry,  and 
the  last  name  is  difficult.   Looks  like  G-A-F-F-... 
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UNIDENTIFIED:   A-N-E-Y. 

D.  BARTSCH:  A-N-E-Y?  Thank  you.  Gaffaney.  Okay,  you  said  n,  didn't  you?  Next 
is  Emery  Smith,  E-M-E-R-Y.  Oh,  excuse  me,  would  you  say  that  could  be  a  b.  That 
doesn't  make  sense  though,  it  has  to  be  a  Smith. 

UNIDENTIFIED:   Ya ,  I  know  Emery  Smith;  he's  suppose  to  be  here.   He  was  here 
awhile  ago. . . . 

D.  BARTSCH:   Here  and  maybe  left?   Okay.   Larry  Gaffaney.   Did  I  say  that  right 
this  time?   And  the  next  name,  oh  boy,  Claudia  N-A-I-C-E-S-C-E . 

UNIDENTIFIED:   Narcesco. 

D.  BARTSCH:   N-A-R-C,  okay.   Yes  sir,  Larry. 

L.  GAFFANEY:   Larry  Gaffaney  from  Coram.   I'm  in  favor  of  the  4-lane  88  foot 
highway  and  the  reasons  are  obvious.   As  far  as  safe  sighting  distance  goes,  it's 
much  greater  in  the  large  highway  and  the  safety  factor  can't  be  ignored.  Even  if 
you  have  a  drunk  driver  you  have  alot  more  room  to  play  around  in  and  avoid  him. 
That's  a  fact.   You  can  laugh  if  you  want  to  about  that  but  it's  a  fact.   The 
road,  in  the  long  run,  would  cost  less  and  the  reason  is  because,  I  am  of  the 
opinion  that  sooner  or  later  you're  going  to  have  to  build  the  4-lane  large  high- 
way.  In  spite  of  what  some  people  talk  about,  the  increase  in  traffic,  it's  going 
to  come  and  as  prices  increase,  about  15%  every  year  in  highway  construction,  I 
don't  see  how  we  could  let  it  go.   I  disagree  with  some  of  the  figures,  if  I  heard 
right,  about  the  Highway  Department  and  their  cost,  the  4-lane  highway  will  out- 
live a  2-lane  highway  or  any  of  the  other  highways  in  road  life  and  therefore  I 
think  that  the  cost  statement  given  is  not  quite  correct.   As  for  the  park  and  the 
Fish  &  Game  Department,  I  have  only  one  thing  to  say  after  observing  them  for  a 
few  years  is,  forgive  them  for  they  know  not  what  they  do. 

D.  BARTSCH:   Okay,  thanks.   Tom  pointed  out  that  I  should  mention  to  some  of  you 
that  are  standing  in  the  back,  I  believe  there  are  a  few  empty  chairs  here,  people 
who  have  given  their  statements,  three  over  here,  a  couple  right  here  and  a  couple 
more  right  in  this  area.   If  you're  planning  on  staying  a  little  longer,  slide  up 
and  grab  those  seats.   Let's  see,  Claudia  -and  then  the  next  name  is  David  H-U-D-A-K, 
it  looks  like,  Hudak. 

C.  NARCESCO:   My  name  is  Claudia  Narcesco  Purchett  and  I  live  in  Kalispell.   I 
don't  come  up  to  the  canyon  too  often,  just  to  go  to  the  Dew  Drop  dance  or  have  a 
wine  or  something,  but  I  don't  drink  it  up  so  that  I'm  an  irresponsible  driver  and 
I  feel  very  safe  when  I'm  driving  the  car.   I  support  the  three,  the  third  alter- 
native with  the  exception,  as  Henry  Oldenburg  pointed  out,  of  having  a  10  foot 
wide  shoulder,  even  where  there's  a  slow  trucking  lane.   I  think  sensible  driving 
is  the  most  important  safety  consideration  and  considering  there  is  only  a  2-lane 
beyond  this  relatively  short  10  mile  strip,  I  don't  see  where  10  miles  of  a  4-lane 
is  any  great  advantage.   In  fact,  it  might  deceive  people  to  think  that  this  is 
gonna  be  going  on  when  all  of  a  sudden  it  will  narrow  down.   Some  of  us  drive,  are 
familiar  with  the  area,  but  many  people  who  are  tourists,  the  very  great  bulk  of 
the  traffic,  is  not  familiar  with  the  area.   So,  therefore,  we  can't  not  encourage 
them  to  go  beyond  the  55  mile  an  hour  speed  limit  as  some  people  have  suggested 
before.   In  my  opinion  it  would  be,  the  2-lane  would  be  more  appropriate  aesthesti- 
cally  as  an  entrance  to  Glacier  Park,  and  from  my  understanding  it's  construction 
in  contrast  to  the  4-lane  would  limit  the  impact  on  environment,  wildlife  and  water 
shed.   These  are  the  precious  resources  which  attract  tourism,  the  major  industry 
to  the  area.   Common  sense,  no  not  any  great  understanding  of  the  EIS,  tells  me  it 
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would  be  less  costly  to  keep  a  44  foot  highway  in  repair  and  for  safety's  sake  to 
keep  it  free  of  ice  and  snow  during  the  winter  months.   The  2-lane  also  seems 
better  suited  for  the  business  community  since  it  provides  turning  lanes  and  on 
street  parking,  thereby  making  it  easier  for  the  tourist  to  stop,  pull  over  and 
spend  their  money.   Furthermore,  I  must  question  the  judgment  of  all  of  the 
professionals  who  have  so  ardently,  and  the  people,  the  citizenry  of  the  area,  who 
have  so  ardently  defended  the  4-lane  that  came  off  a  drawing  board  nearly  two 
decades  ago  when  gasoline  was  35  cents  a  gallon  and  Detroit  was  still  making  cars 
as  through  bigger  were  better.   The  situation  has  changed  quite  a  bit  and  I  think 
we  should  recognize  it.   Certainly  there  have  been  advances  made  in  the  field  of 
highway  design  and  construction  which  should  have  been  more  willingly  studied  by, 
and  presented  to  the  public,  by  these  professionals.   Instead  that  task  has  been 
left  to  some  lay  citizens  who,  at  great  burden  to  themselves,  have  taken  the 
responsibility  of  studying  new  concepts  advanced  in  the  past  decade  and  promoting 
a  new  more  appropriate  design;  all  without  the  pecuniary  benefits  received  by 
those  employed  as  professionals  and  public  officials,  and  I  feel  that  we're  very 
indebted  to  these  people  and  thank  you,  whoever  you  are.   That's  it. 

D.  BARTSCH:   Thank  you.   Dave  Hudak  -  and  Laura  Strong  is  the  next  name. 

D.  HUDAK:   My  name  is  Dave  Hudak.   I'm  from  Bigfork  and  I'm  president  of  Flathead 
Audubon  Society.   We  have  about  200  members  in  this  area.   I  speak  tonight  as  well 
for  Montana  Audubon  Council,  representing  about  2000  people  in  the  state.   Two 
years  ago  Flathead  Audubon  Society  circulated  a  questionnaire  with  its  monthly 
newsletter  asking  which  of  the  proposed  options  for  Hwy.  2  the  members  would 
support.   The  outstanding  majority  of  responses  were  in  favor  of  a  special  44  foot 
2-lane  option  with  bike  paths  and  a  center  turn  lane  in  towns.   Consequently,  we 
voted  at  the  next  regular  meeting  to  support  the  above  option.   At  its  regular 
meeting  in  the  spring  this  year  Montana  Audubon  Council  voted  to  also  support  this 
2-lane  alternative.   A  letter  dated  April  30,  '81  was  sent  to  MDOH  by  Jim  Phelps 
stating  the  Council's  position.   The  biological  assessment,  prepared  in  compliance 
with  the  Endangered  Species  Act,  and  the  Draft  EIS  for  the  project  both  lacked 
disclosure  of  the  bald  eagle  perching,  feeding,  and  roosting  sites  adjacent  to  Bad 
Rock  Canyon.   We  feel  the  following  significant  scoping  issues  derived  from 
previous  public  input  were  not  properly  addressed  in  the  DEIS  as  regards  to  bald 
eagles.   Issue  no.  5,  Secondary  Impacts  Related  to  Increased  Development.  The 
biological  assessment  states  that  secondary  development  will  adversely  affect 
eagles.   Issue  no.  11,  Possible  Degredation  of  the  Natural  Environment  and  the 
Corridor.   We  know  that  Bad  Rock  Canyon  and  the  middle  fork  are  part  of  an  import- 
ant migration  corridor.   That's  from  a  letter  by  Riley  McClellen.  Issue  no.  15, 
Use  of  a  Regional  as  Opposed  to  a  Local  Perspective.   The  annual  eagle  concentra- 
tion at  McDonald  Creek,  which  is  going  on  now,  is  very  close  to  the  proposed 
highway.   We  also  believe  that  Dr.  Riley  McClellen' s  scientific  comment  dated 
August  3,  1981  should  be  more  thoroughly  considered  and  therefore  we  suggest  that 
it  be  given  full  disclosure  in  the  Final  EIS.   The  Audubon  Society  recognizes  the 
distinct  need  for  improvement  in  this  10  mile  section  of  Hwy.  2.  We  maintain  that, 
given  economic  considerations  and  those  related  to  wildlife  public  safety,  the 
best  possible  choice  is  the  special  wide  2-lane  option.  Thank  you. 

D.  BARTSCH:   Thank  you.   Laura  Strong  -  and  the  next  name,  Don  Arthur.   Laura 
Strong,  did  she  leave? 

UNIDENTIFIED:   Yes,  she  left. 

D.  BARTSCH:   Don  Arthur,  A-R-T-H-U-R.   And  the  next  name,  Fred  Pearse,  P-E-A-R-S-E 
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D.  ARTHUR:   Thank  you.   I'm  Don  Arthur  from  Creston.   I'm  a  building  contractor. 
Just  from  listening  here  tonight  I'd  say  you've  got  alot  of  varied  input  and  it's 
gonna  be  a  tough  job  but  I  could  add  alot  of  particulars,  most  of  them  have  already 
been  stated.   The  main  thing  I  would  like  to  address  to  you  tonight,  something 
that  I  think  we  are  all  glimpsing,  that  we've  been  living  here  in  Montana  as  a 
western  culture  for  only  about  a  hundred  years  and  that's  a  very  short  time  compared 
to  the  age  of  the  things  that  are  around  us,  the  mountains,  the  animals,  the 
water,  the  glaciers,  and  that  our  decision  should  be  based  on  a  larger  scope  of 
time.   We're  projecting  issues  into  the  future,  a  lifespan  of  a  highway  of  50 
years.   None  of  us  in  the  room  know  what's  gonna  happen  in  50  year  and  if  we  do, 
we're  fooling  ourselves.   I  think  that  the  road  needs  to  be  improved.   I  think 
that's  a  general  concensus  of  everyone  in  the  room,  no  matter  what  side  of  the 
fence  they're  on,  but  it  would  seem  to  me  that  that  improvement  should  be  done 
modestly,  with  regards  to  safety,  and  I  think  alternative  2  and  3  are  the  best 
choices  for  that,  but  putting  it  one  step  farther,  I  think  that  we  need  to  be 
creative  at  this  time  because  we're  in  an  economic  and  an  energy  situation  where  a 
new  frontier  has  to  begin.   The  fossil  fuel  age  is  no  longer  an  endless  thing. 
New  forms  of  transporation  that  we  don't  even  dream  of  now  might  be  the  common 
thing  50  years  from  now  so  my  vote  is  to  provide  a  safe  highway  that  I  think 
highway  3,  choice  no.  3  provides.   Save  the  funds  in  maintenance  and  in  construc- 
tion cost  and  continue  to  do  our  research  to  improve  no  only  the  situation  in 
Montana  but  all  over  the  country  and  throughout  the  world  so  that  we  can  walk 
lighter  on  the  planet,  use  our  resources  a  little  wisely  and  yet  still  continue  to 
have  a  standard  of  living  that  we  all  would  like  to  have.   Thank  you. 

D.  BARTSCH:   Okay.   Thank  you.   Fred  Pearse  -  and  Ken,  looks  like  Felder,  Falder, 
it's  A-L-D-E-R  or  F-I-E-L-D-E-R.   Fred  P-E-A-S-E.   Did  he  leave? 

UNIDENTIFIED:   Yes. 

D.  BARTSCH:   He  left.   Ken,  looks  like  it  might  be  F-I-E-L-D-E-R,  is  that  right? 

K.  FIELDER:   My  name's  Ken  Fielder.   I  live  in  Whitefish  and  while  I  was  listening 
to  the  other. . . . 

D.  BARTSCH:   Excuse  me  one  second,  can  I  Let  me  interrupt  you  and  give  you  the 
next  name?   Jim  S-C-H-R-A-N-K-E-L,  Schrankel?   Thank  you. 

K.  FIELDER:   While  I  was  listening  to  the  other  comments  I  wrote  down  what,  my 
thoughts,  and  I  will  submit  them  with  my  signature.   The  friend  that  I  came  up 
here  with  also  agreed  with  what  I  had  to  say  and  he  put  his  name  on  it  as  well. 
His  name  is  Jeff  Rykowski  and  he  lives  in  Coram.   I'm  opposed  to  the  building  of  a 
4-lane  highway.   I  support  alternative  3,  the  special  design  2-lane  proposal.   I 
also  support  the  Park  Services  position  on  this  issue  as  they  have  supported  the 
modified  2-lane  proposal.   The  safety  factor,  which  should  be  the  prime  consider- 
ation of  us  all,  is  virtually  the  same  for  either  alternative  as  the  studies  by 
the  Peccia  Company  have  showed.   According  to  the  Draft  EIS  that  we've  been  shown 
tonight,  the  cost  of  the  4-lane  highway  will  be  approximately  3/4  of  a  million 
dollars  more  than  the  2-lane.   It  seems  that  the  State  of  Montana,  at  this  time, 
cannot  afford  any  extra  costs  in  highway  construction.  Also,  the  increased  costs 
of  maintenance,  which  I  believe  were  approximately  6,000  per  year,  will,  as  well 
as  the  cost  of  building  this  highway,  will  be  borne  by  we,  the  taxpaying  public. 
As  a  final  point,  I  feel  that  local  business,  businesses  and  the  towns  the  highway 
passes  through  will  be  adversely  affected  by  the  construction  of  a  4-lane  highway. 
It  seems  to  me  that  people  would  just  drive  faster  through  these  towns  if  they  had 
four  lanes  to  drive  on.   And  finally  a  personal  point.   I  can't  help  but  say  some- 
thing about  this,  that,  I'd  like  to  say  to  the  gentlemen  that  earlier  commented 
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that  he  wanted  to  use  his  cruise  control  more,  perhaps  he  should  go  down  to  Inter- 
state 90  and  drive  up  and  down  that.   Thank  you. 

D.  BARTSCH:   Okay.   Thank  you.   We'll  add  that  to  the  record.   Jim  Schrankel  -and 
the  next  name,  Loren  Kreck,  K-R-E-C-K. 

J.  SCHRANKEL:   My  name  is  Jim  Schrankel.   I'm  speaking  tonight  for  the  Columbia 
Falls  Chamber  of  Commerce.   Once  again  the  Board  of  Directors  of  the  Columbia 
Falls  Chamber  of  Commerce,  voting  as  the  voice  of  the  business  community  of 
Columbia  Falls,  unanimously  support  the  88  foot  4-lane  concept  and  urge  immediate 
approval.   Thank  you. 

D.  BARTSCH:   Okay.   Thank  you.   I  guess,  I  see  that  now  as  Loren  Krankel  and  the 
next  name,  John  Gatchell,  G-A-T-C-H-E-L-L. 

L.  KRECK:   Okay.   My  name  is  Loren  Kreck.   It's  my  opinion  that  the  alternative  3, 
the  well  designated  2-lane  highway  between  West  Glacier  and  Hungry  Horse  is 
entirely  adequate  in  consideration  of  all  the  argument  offered  for  and  against 
these  two  choices.   Increasing  cost  of  maintenance  of  snow  removal  and  the  need 
for  redesign  and  improvement  of  other  road  projects,  such  as  Hwy.  93,  are  much 
more  critical  and  secondly,  the  considerations  recommended  by  the  Fish  &  Wildlife 
Service  and  the  Glacier  Park,  regarding  the  impact  of  the  grizzly  bear's,  elk,  and 
deer  migration,  are  important  objectives  to  be  gained  by  the  narrow  highway. 
Thank  you. 

D.  BARTSCH:   And  thank  you,  sir.   John  Gatchell  and  David  Thompson. 

J.  GATCHELL:   My  name  is  John  Gatchell.   I  live  and  work  in  Columbia  Falls.   I'm 
speaking  tonight  on  behalf  of  the  Flathead  Chapter  of  the  Montana  Wilderness 
Association.   Ordinarily  our  organization  does  not  concern  itself  with  proposed 
improvement  to  existing  highways.   However,  Hwy.  2  traverses  some  very  extraordi- 
nary country  of  significance  to  the  entire  nation.   In  addition  to  being  the 
gateway  to  Glacier  National  Park,  the  Bob  Marshall  country,  and  the  Flathead 
River,  Hwy.  2  here  crosses  important  travel  corridors  for  the  elk  and  grizzly.   We 
are  concerned  here  with  the  precedent  of  discouraging  migration  of  these  animals, 
thereby  isolating  wildlife  populations.   Inevitably  there  are  some  who  ask  well, 
what's  more  important,  people  or  wildlife?   I  think  that's  the  wrong  question.   I 
think  if  we  continue  to  see  our  problems  in  that  light  we  solve  them  simply  by 
destroying  our  wildlife  and  our  wild  country.   It's  the  wrong  answer  because  we 
ask  the  wrong  question.   Rather  we  should  ask  how  can  we  conserve  wildlife  and  yet 
attain  our  objective.   I've  not  come  here  tonight  to  ask  that  you  tear  up  the  road 
nor  to  suggest  that  we  be  satisfied  with  the  current  winding,  narrow,  and  dangerous 
highway.   I've  come  to  ask  that  the  Department  of  Highways  straighten,  widen,  and 
improve  the  stretch  of  Hwy.  2  between  West  Glacier  and  the  South  Fork  Hill.   In 
this  request  we  support  Glacier  National  Park's  recommendations  for  a  greatly 
improved  44  foot  2-lane  highway  with  turning  and  climbing  lanes  as  necessary,  as 
well  as  a  separate  pedestrian  bicycle  path  and  equestrian  path.   Not  only  with 
this  choice  attain  the  objective  of  making  this  road  much  safer  but  it  will 
reasonable  protect  wildlife  and  the  nearby  wild  lands  from  unnecessary  and  inappro- 
priate coney  island  type  development.   I  might  add  that  it  would  cost  less  to 
build  and  considerably  less  to  maintain  than  the  preferred  alternative.   Members 
of  the  Montana  Wilderness  Association  who  live  up  the  canyon,  or  in  the  Flathead, 
frequently  drive  this  highway,  whether  traveling  to  work  or  to  their  favorite 
fishing,  hunting,  or  hiking  spots.   Our  concern  is  not  only  for  wildlife  and  wild 
lands  but  safety.   Therefore,  we  urge  the  Department  of  Highways  to  resolve  this 
problem  by  choosing  a  wide,  safe  2-lane,  and  to  start  construction  as  soon  as 
possible.   I  thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  speak. 
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D.  BARTSCH:   Thank  you  sir.   David  Thompson  and,  it  looks  like  a  Turner  Brown, 
last  name  Brown.   David  Thompson? 

UNIDENTIFIED:   He  went  home. 

D.  BARTSCH:   Went  home.   Turner  Brown  and,  Brown  is  gone?   Ray  Blankenship.  Okay. 
Looks  like  Jamey  W,  and  I  can't  make  out  the  last  name. 

UNIDENTIFIED:   Okay,  this  is  something  that  I  gotta  say.   I  really  feel  in.  .  . 

D.  BARTSCH:   Excuse  me.   Before  you  get  started,  what  was  the  name  again? 

J.  WILLOWS:   Jamey  Willows. 

D.  BARTSCH:   Oh,  that's  one  word.   Excuse  me.   I  thought  that  as  an  initial,  and 
the  next  name  I  have  is  a  Max  E.  Edgar. 

J.  WILLOWS:   Okay.   This  is  something  I  gotta  say,  I  really  feel,  coming  from  the 
heart.   I'm  working  at  my  dad's  little  restaurant  which  would  be  really  cut  off  by 
the  88  line,  everybody' d  drive  by,  forget  about  stopping  at  Little  Willows  Huckle- 
berry Farm,  you  know.   Anyways,  all  summer  long,  you  know,  I  get  to  talk  to  people 
from  California,  people  from  Arizona,  all  the  people  escaping  from  their  concrete 
jungle  as  they  call  it.   You  know,  it  seems  anymore  this  concrete's  spreading  like 
cancer.   What  did  we,  we  are  the  ones  that  have  the  opportunity  to  say  how  much  to 
spread,  how  much  to  do.  Everybody's  saying  this  is  the  most  beautiful  place  and 
everything  and  okay,  we're  the  people  who  get  to  operate  on  this  body  of  land.   Do 
we  want  to  take  our  scissors  and  cut  away  and  spread  all  this  cement  everywhere  or 
do  we  want  to  think  a  little  bit  that  maybe  it  is  in  the  country,  that  big  isn't 
better,  that  where,  what  is  the  luxury,  the  luxury  that  having  this  huge  road  or 
is  the  luxury  something  like  these  elk  up  here,  something  beautiful.  Is  that  the 
luxury  or  is  the  luxury  to  go  ahead,  spread  it,  let's,  you  know,  be  the  all 
American,  go  for  it,  bigger  is  better,  eat  more,  do  everything  more,  everything's 
better  that  way,  or  are  we  gonna  go  the  other  way  around  and  see  the  more  maybe 
delicate  side  of  what  God  has  given  us.   So  I  wanna  say  I  support  the  three,  the 
no.  3  which  would,  I  think,  make  everybody  happy.   I  think  if  we  had  that  right 
now  there  wouldn't  be  any  conference,  any  meeting.   If  we  had  that  right  now 
there 'd  be  no  bitch  and  everybody  would  see  that  it  would  be  adequate. 

D.  BARTSCH:   Okay.   Thank  you.   Max  Edgar  -  and  then  Walter  W-H-I,  possibly  R-R-Y, 
Whirry,  something  like  that.   Mr.  Edgar,  please. 

M.  EDGAR:   I  am  Max  Edgar  from  West  Glacier  and  I  have  read  through  the,  I  first 
should  say  that  I,  at  the  last  meeting,  presented  a  two  page  statement  favoring 
the  88  foot  wide  roadway  but  after  going  through  the  Impact  Statement  I  would 
settle  for  the  alternate  4.   I  found  the  Impact  Statement  to  be  well  written;  alot 
of  valuable  data.   I  don't  intend  to  throw  it  away,  I'll  put  it  in  my  library. 
There  are  a  couple  of  additions  that  I  would  like  to  see  made.   The  first  one  is 
in  the  Historical  Statement  and  we  have  ignored  the  fact  that  invitations  to  bid 
were  issued  for  the  construction  of  the  first  3.75  miles  of  the  project,  and  an 
apparent  low  bid  was  established  and  was  not  awarded  due  to  the  tactics  of  the 
Canyon  Coalition.   Further,  I'm  interested  in  the  beginners  who  keep  talking  about 
the  extreme  cost  of  the  wider  roads,  the  88  and  the  60  footers.   I've  found  out 
that  the  bid  for  the  first  3.7  miles  amounted  to  $1,300,000  in  round  figures.   If 
you  convert  that  to  the  10.93  miles  of  the  entire  new  project,  the  total  cost  for 
construction  alone  is  $3,825,000.   That's  one-half  of  what  the  new  estimated  cost 
is  so,  right  off  the  bat,  by  delaying  construction  of  the  road,  we  have  cost  the  ^ 
taxpayers  an  additional  $3,000,000.   That  $3,000,00  would  go  a  long  way  towards 
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meeting  the  additional  $6,000  a  year  cost  for  the  60  foot  road,  or  whatever  the 
difference  is,  for  the  88  foot  road.   That  would  take  us  down  the  lane,  practically 
the  life  of  thr  road,  and  by  the  time  we  get  this  road  built,  with  cost  increases 
jumping  at  10%  a  year,  it  is  practically  going  out  of  sight  so  I  can't  agree  with 
these  delaying  tactics  or  the  narrow  roads  and  further,  on  the  last  page  of  the, 
next  to  the  past  page  of  the  Impact  Statement  under  public  comments,  no  mention 
has  been  made  of  the  8,000  signatures  on  a  petition  that  went  in  asking  for  the  88 
foot  road.   That  compares  to  the  statement  of  several  hundred  public  comments 
received.   Everyone  doesn't  like  to  write  letters,  everyone  is  not  as  well  educated 
as  some  of  our  biologists  that  we  have  here  who  are  asking  for  footnotes  and  who 
are  challenging  the  engineering  design.   An  as  engineer  myself  I  find  that  a 
little,  I  wouldn't  go  out  and  question  them,  particular  on  their  biology,  and  I'm, 
can't  see  exactly  how  they  set  themselves  up  as  highway  design  engineers  and 
safety  engineers.  Thank  you. 

D.  BARTSCH:   Thank  you,  Mr.  Edgar.   I  have  a,  looks  like  Walter,  W-H,  or  Walt,  it 
says.   Walt? 

W.  WHIRRY:   Walt  Whirry.   I  favor  the  88  foot  alternative.   It's  all  been  said  as 
far  as  I'm  concerned. 

D.  BARTSCH:   It's  all  been  said  for  you,  and  you're  supporting  the  88  foot  roadway, 
the  first  alternate.   Thank  you  for  that  input.   Dan  Bean  -  and  the  name  after, 
Fred  H.  B-L-0,  possibly  B-L-E-S-O-N,  Bleson,  something  like  that.  Mr.  Bean? 

D.  BEAN:   Yes.   My  name  is  Dan  Bean;  I  live  in  Coram.   I  think  we've  missed  the 
boat  a  little  bit  inasmuch  as  no  one  has  mentioned  very  strongly  the  cost  of 
building  another  highway  adjacent  to  this  little  narrow  2-lane  that  some  of  the 
people  want  to  build.   Now,  we  know  that  sooner  or  later  we're  gonna  have  to  have 
a  4-lane  and  its  came  up  time  and  again  if  a  4-lane  was  the  thing  10,  15  years 
ago,  surely  the  conditions  haven't  improved  to  such  an  extent  that  we  no  longer 
need  it.   Not  only  that  but,  there  again,  putting  the  same  number  of  cars  on  a 
4-lane  highway  is  gonna  be  alot  less  wear  than  on  a  2-lane  highway  so  down  goes 
the  upkeep.   So  I,  and  another  thing  is  the  safety  factor.   No  one  has  ever  con- 
vinced me  that  a  little  narrow  2-lane  highway  will  have  the  same  safety  benefits 
that  a  nice  wide  4-lane  will  have,  so  I  have  to  support  the  88  footer. 

D.  BARTCH:   Thank  you,  Mr.  Bean.   And  I  get,  Fred,  and  I'll  have  you  correct  the 
name.   And  the  next  name  I  have  after  that  is  Ann  C.  Poloson,  P-0-L-0-S-0-N. 

F.  POLOSON:   My  name  is  Fred  Poloson  and  of  all  the  highways  built,  probably  in 
the  northwest  part  of  the  state,  that  I  can  remember  in  my  over  50  years,  57  to  be 
exact,  in  this  area,  that  was  built,  that  wasn't  obsolete  when  it  was  built,  is 
this  upper  end  of  the  LaSalle  Road.   Now  the  88  foot  4-lane  is  the  only  thing 
that's  practical.   Now  this  sixty  foot,  here's  what  you're  gonna  have.   There  is 
probably  one  of  the  most  unsafe  designs  that  you  could  ever  go  to.   They  would 
even,  it  would  be  worse  than  the  2-lane  cause  what' 11  happen  with  the  4  foot 
shoulders  in  this  country,  the  first  thing  the  traffic,  on  the  edge  on  the  road  is 
soft,  it's  gonna  break  the  shoulders  down  then  the  people  is  gonna  run  on  the 
inside  lane  or  those  on  the  outside,  when  they  see  a  chuckhole  ahead,  are  gonna 
duck  in  on  the  inside  lane  and  there's  probably  somebody  already  there.   So 
actually  this  60  foot  4-lane  would  probably  be  the  most  unsafe  of  anything  that 
they're  talking  about.   And  like  I  say,  if  we're  gonna  build  a  highway  build  one 
that  isn't  obsolete,  at  least  when  we  build  it  something  that  will  last  us  for  30 
years  or  so.   Now  this  road  that's  here  right  now,  probably  by  '38,  '39,  it  was 
obsolete.   Everybody  figured  they  had  a  fine  highway  when  it  was  built  but  when 
business  started  picking  up  toward  the  end  of  the  depression  and  people  started 
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moving,  this  road  was  obsolete  then.   And  in  the  40' s  I  was  up  in  this  country 
working  then  and  you  couldn't  pass  sometimes  from  down  here  at  Columbia  Heights 
clear  to  West  Glacier.   So  if  we're  gonna  build  a  highway  build  one  right,  a  good 
88  foot  4-lane,  or  else  we  might  as  well  save  or  money.   And  another  thing,  too, 
these  eagles  and  grizzly  bear,  I  found  out,  they  don't  even  pay  a  damn  bit  of 
taxes.   I  thank  you. 

D.  BARTSCH:   Mrs.  Poloson  and  Jim  Manley. 

A.  POLOSON:   My  name  is  Ann  Poloson.   And  I  support  the  88  foot  4-lane  highway. 
Thank  you. 

D.  BARTSCH:   Jim  Manley  and  then  Susan  Dunlap. 

J.  MANLEY:   Thank  you.   My  name's  Jim  Manley;  I  live  near  Bigfork  along  Flathead 
Lake,  which  is  a  subject  I  haven't  heard  brought  up  yet  but  I  sure  will.   I 
strongly  support  the  recommendation  of  the  U.S.  Fish  &  Wildlife  Service  and  Glacier 
Park  right  here,  which  is  a  modified  2-lane  road.   I'd  like  to  address  a  couple  of 
specific  points  if  I  could.   One,  concerning  Flathead  Lake,  is  the  area  of 
discharges  of  stormwater  runoff  into  the  middle  fork  of  the  Flathead.  The  Highway 
Department  proposes  to  discharge  chemically  polluted  stormwater  runoff  into  the 
middle  fork  of  the  Flathead  River  and  I  believe  that  this  action  is  contrary  to 
the  intent  of  the  National  Wild  &  Scenic  Rivers  Act.   The  cost  effective  alterna- 
tives that  were  scoped  early  in  the  process,  such  as  percolation  ponds,  and  have 
not  even  been  considered  in  this  Draft  EIS.   So  the  law  seeks  to  protect  and  and 
enhance  these  quality  recreation  waters.  This  issue  will  be  addressed  by  Dr.  Jack 

Stanford  who  is  the,  is  the  head  of  the  Biological  Station  there  on 

Flathead  Lake,  and  he's  going  to  address  this  in  a  letter;  he's  out  of  town  right 
now. 

Okay,  concerning  the  fact  that,  it  was  stated  a  little  while  ago  by  one  of  the 
experts,  that  the  4-lane  creates  no  barrier  to  wildlife  such  as  the  grizzly  and 
the  elk.   There  are  studies  by  Dr.  Charles  Jonkel  that  are  diametrically  opposed 
to  that.   The  Draft  EIS  states  that  the  most  significant  impact  of  wildlife  would 
be  that  a  wider  highway  would  make  it  more  difficult  for  grizzly  bears  to  migrate 
from  major  habitat  areas  on  both  sides  of  the  highway.   Regardless  of  whether  they 
pay  taxes  or  not,  I  find  it  quite  audacious  to  think  that  this  highway's  gonna 
last  longer  than  the  lake,  then  the  grizzlys,  then  the  glaciers.  It's  ridiculous. 
Okay.   The  U.S.  Fish  &  Wildlife  Service  stated  that  between  Coram  and  West  Glacier 
the  width  of  the  road  and  highway  corridor  should  be  kept  as  narrow  as  possible, 
we've  heard  that  here  already.   Thank  you.   Okay. 

Concerning  the  eagles  in  Bad  Rock  Canyon,  and  the  eagles  are,  I'm  sure  you  folks 
are  aware,  and  endangered  species.   Responsible  scientific  comment  has  been  entered 
into  the  EIS  administrative  record  demonstrating  the  bald  eagles  used  the  Bad  Rock 
Canyon  area  for  perching,  feeding,  and  roosting  sites.  A  4-lane  commercial  highway, 
as  proposed  by  the  Montana  Department  of  Highways,  would  create  eventual  pressure 
to  widen  highway  through  Badrock  Canyon.   I  don't  know  if  you  folks  in  Columbia 
Falls  have  given  that  alot  of  consideration  but  that  would  be  quite  a  project 
indeed.   The  Biological  Assessment  prepared  for  this  project  states  that  increased 
secondary  development  will  adversely  affect  the  eagles. 

I'd  like  to  address  a  couple  of  economic  issues  since  we're  talking  about  them 
tonight.   First  of  all,  to  the,  I  believe  it  was  the  mayor  here  of  Columbia  Falls 
that  said  the  4-lane  highway  would  hire  alot  of  people.  The  socio-economic  study 
involved  in  this  EIS  states  that  it  would  only  employ  five  more  people  than  the, 
either  alternatives  3  or  4,  so  that's  something  to  think  about.   The  60  foot  4-lane 
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means  no  on-street  parking  in  the  towns.   The  narrow  4-lane  design  is  the  only 
alternative  which  does  not  include  a  10  foot  shoulder  or  parking  lane.   It  remains 
impossible  for  the  public  to  visualize  the  impact  of  the  4-lane  design  on  businesses 
through  Hungry  Horse,  for  example,  because  there  are  no  graphics  which  are  provided 
which  superimpose  the  4-lane  upon  town  features.   It's  another  issue  that  Jamey 
addressed  just  a  little  while  ago  about  the  Willow  Huckleberry  Farm.   You  won't  be 
able  to  stop  there.   Okay,  more  finances.   I'm  sure  most  people  here  are  aware 
that  Governor  Schwinden,  quite  recently,  has  proposed  that  we  get  a  5  or  6  cents 
per  gallon  tax  on  our  fuel.   Why  is  this?  To  fund  the  highways.   Okay.   I  consider 
this  economic  issue  important.   I'm  a  taxpayer  and  I  think  most  of  you  are  also. 
The  4-lane  alternative,  to  me,  appears  to  be  a  Cadillac  project.   Now  this  phrase, 
cadillac  project,  was  not  invented  by  just  anybody.   It  was  invented  by  Mr.  Gary 
Wicks  who  is  the  head  of  our  Department  of  Highways.   He,  himself,  said  that  we 
should  not  entertain  such  projects  anymore.   According  to  figure  31  in  the  EIS,  it 
will  cost  an  additional  1.5  million  dollars  to  build  the  proposed  alternative,  the 
60  foot  highway,  and  also  much  more  to  maintain.    I  heard  someone  go  over  that 
quite  quickly,  that  it  would  just  barely  cost  alot  more.   We  extrapolate  to  the 
year  2003,  which  I've  heard  also,  and  add  that  to  inflation,  you're  gonna  come  up 
with  a  few  more  million.   I  think  some  people  here  might  remember  a  Senator  from 
Illinois  that  used  to  say  a  million  here,  a  million  there,  talking  about  some  real 
money  pretty  quick,  you  know. 

Okay,  I'm  gonna  get  off  that  and  just  quickly  move  to  downscoping.   I  won't,  I 
won't  say  that  downscoping  is  the  concept  of  tolerating  lower  cost  effective 
design  standards  or  service  levers,  levelers,  excuse  me,  levels,  to  achieve  a  more 
equitable  distribution  of  scarce  funds.   Now  this  is  supposedly  the  concept  that 
the  Montana  Department  of  Highways  is  now  belaboring  under.   I  cannot  see  how,  you 
know,  downscoping  indicates  building  a  4-lane  highway.   Perhaps  you  gentlemen  can 
address  this  later.   It  seems  to  me  that  the  Hwy.  2  project  represents  a  prime 
opportunity  for  the  Montana  Department  of  Highways  to  demonstrate  their  earnest 
and  true  desire  to  implement  a  cost  effective  change  while  insuring  that  present 
projects  do  not  run  counterproductive  to  this  new  project.   In  this  whole  deal  I, 
I  can't  resist,  reading  quite  recently,  in  the  Missoulian  for  instance,  November 
the  5th,  concerning  Governor  Schwinden' s  request,  and  Governor  Schwinden  himself 
said  at  this  moment  474  miles  are  in  critical,  critical  need  of  reconstruction  but 
we  can  only  afford  to  build  24  miles  this  year,  and  we  all  agree  that  out  of  those 
24,  I'll  bet  11  of  them  come  from  this  road  that  we're  talking  about.  It  costs 
twice  as  much  to  maintain  the  state's  9300  miles  of  highway  as  it  did  in  1970  and 
last  year  we  spent  34  million  dollars.   Okay.   Here's  the  quote  I  like,  "Based  on 
the  belief  that  the  Highway  Department  was  not  being  run  properly,  Legislatures 
last  winter  launched  three  studies  of  this  agency's  effectiveness".   And  here  we 
have  House  Speaker,  Bob  Marks,  say  that  the  Legislature  this  year  will,  the  State 
Department  is  not  being  run  indicates  a  need  for  caution  or  granting  additional 
funding.   So  again,  I'll  get  off  the  mike  and  reiterate  that  I  support  a  2-lane 
alternative.   Thank  you. 

D.  BARTSCH:   Two-lane.   Okay,  thank  you.   Susan  Dunlap  -  and  then  Vicki  Lane,  if 
you  want  to  make  a  statement  after  this,  I  stuck  your  name,  or  your  card  in.... 

UNIDENTIFIED:   Inaudible. 

D.  BARTSCH:   Okay.   Miss  Dunlap. 

S.  DUNLAP:   I'm  Sue  Dunlap  from  Hungry  Horse.   I'm  going  to  be  reading  to  you 
excerpts  of  testimony  that's  being  submitted  by  Douglas  Peacock  and  who  he  is  is 
told  a  little  in  the  beginning  of  this  testimony.   "I  have  worked  professionally 
with  grizzly  bears  in  Glacier  Park  area  for  the  past  seven  years.   Though  I  am 
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primarily  a  film  maker,  I  frequently  draw  upon  my  field  notebooks  for  biological 
data  and  have  submitted  several  papers  and  a  number  of  memorandums  to  the  National 
Park  Service  and  to  Congressional  Hearings  on  the  subject  of  grizzly  activity  and 
behavior  in  the  West  Glacier  area.   My  work  with  bears  has  been  the  subject  of  a 
full  segment  of  the  American  Sportsman  of  ABC  Sports  and  featured  in  other  nation- 
wide broadcasts,  as  well  as  national  magazines,  including  the  current  issue, 
November,  of  GL  Magazine.   I  submit  the  preceding  as  credibility  for  what  follows, 
which  is  necessarily  informed  opinion.   We  are  dealing  in  areas  of  few  and 
controvertible  facts.   The  threatened  grizzly  bear  is  presently  losing  ground  in 
its  last  unquestionably  viable  egosystem  south  of  Canada.   I  would  argue  with  some 
support  that  any  development  at  this  point  must  be  considered  detrimental  to  the 
grizzly's  status.   Thus,  the  immediate  adverse  impact,  in  the  view  that  both  the 
EIS  and  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  agree  that  large  openings  such  as  divided 
4-lane  highways  are  reluctant  crossings  for  most  wild  animals,  will  simply  be 
proportional  to  the  width  of  the  roadway.   The  more  serious  questions,  however, 
concern  the  broader  potential  and  cumulative  adverse  affects  to  both  the  immediate 
area  and  the  egosystem.   Obviously,  some  choices  are  in  order.   In  general,  the 
EIS  chooses  to  ignore  the  broader,  long  term,  and  cumulative  potential  affects. 
The  EIS  strikes  my  as  a  typically  myopic  piecemeal  attempt  to  advocate  and 
inappropriate  cost  ineffectve  project  whose  time  has  passed.   My  own  observations", 
this  is  Douglas  Peacocking  speaking,  remember.   "August  12,  my  observations  of 
August  12,  1981  indicate  that  areas  immediately  adjacent  to  the  proposed  project 
are  seasonably  heavily  used  grizzly  bears  and  some  highway  crossing  should  be 
inferred.   The  logic  of  bears  having  made  behavioral  adaptations  to  road  crossings 
because  of  the  lack  of  dead  bears  completely  escapes  me.   I  have  one  criticism  of 
the  Fish  &  Wildlife  statement,  service  statement,  whose  position  I  otherwise 
generally  support.  'Alternative  no.  2,  no.  4,  or  no.  5,  if  selected,  is  not  likely 
to  jeopardize  the  continued  existence  of  the  grizzly  bear'.   This  sort  of  safe, 
appeasing  statement  is  neither  helpful  or  meaningful.   I  expect  more  from  the  Fish 
&  Wildlife  Service.   Who  knows,  or  who  should  say,  which  link  of  the  chain  of 
threats  will  precipitate  the  decline  of  the  grizzly  population  of  this  egosystem. 
Certainly  not  the  Fish  &  Wildlife  Service  whose  recovery  plan  for  the  Northern 
Continental  Divide  grizzly  bear  egosystem  provides  guidelines  regarding  grizzly 
travel  corridors.   For  the  final  EIS,  I  would  recommend  incorporating  elements  of 
both  the  recovery  plan  for  the  Northern  Continental  Divide  grizzly  bear  egosystem, 
including  parameters  and  guidelines,  and  those  portions  of  Glacier  National  Park's 
State  of  the  Park's  report  dealing  with  major  external  threats.   Finally,  I  support 
the  view  that  highways  indeed  create  barriers  to  grizzly  bear  travel  and  that  the 
area  in  question  is  without  a  doubt  a  major  migratory  corridor".   Submitted  sin- 
cerely by  Douglas  Peacock. 

D.  BARTSCH:   Okay,  you'll  submit  that  statement?   Thank  you.   Vicki  Lane,  please  - 
and  the  next  name  I  have  is.... 

V.  LANE:   I'll  give  my  time  up  to  Ken  Anderson. 

D.  BARTSCH:   Ken  Anderson? 

UNIDENTIFIED:   Inaudible. 

D.  BARTSCH:   If  Mr.  Anderson  did  not  have  a  card  in  here,  I  can  put  his  name  down 
at  this  time. 

UNIDENTIFIED:   Inaudible. 

D.  BARTSCH:   Well,  I  got  about  18  more.   Just  a  minute.   Well,  when  I  called  Vicki  ( 
Lane's  name  before  she  said  she'd  rather  speak  later  and  I  just  took  the  card  and 
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stuck  it  down  in.   I  didn't  go  right  to  the  very  bottom  of  it  and  that's  how  it 
happened  to  come  up.   There's  still...   Mr.  Anderson,  do  you  have  a  statement  to 
make?   Then  the  next  name  I  have  will  be  Mel  Wallan,  W-A-L-L-A-N,  it  looks  like. 

K.  ANDERSON:   My  name's  Ken  Anderson.   I  live  in  Hungry  Horse  and  I  think  all  of 
the  factors  that  have  been  addressed  tonight  are  very  pertinent  to  the  situation 
but  I  think  we've  really  missed  the  point  of  the  whole  process  and  that  is  the 
subject  of  the  EIS  itself.   So  I  have  a  written  statement  that  I  put  together 
based  on  the  EIS  and  I'd  like  to  comment  on  that.   If  the  EIS  does  in  fact  address 
all  of  the  concerns  outlined  by  the  court,  we  then  maintain  that  there  is  really 
but  one  practical  alternative  -  the  original  88  foot  design.   I  will  attempt  to 
establish  some  facts  which  should  make  this  point  very  clear.   We've  gone  through 
all  of  the  environmental  factors  from  vegetation,  wildlife,  amphibians,  birds 
(namely  eagles),  grizzly  bears,  wolves,  elk,  deer,  wetlands,  streams,  noise, 
geology  and  soil,  water  resources,  non  point  and  point  source  pollutants,  other 
impacts,  groundwater,  air  quality,  and  all  of  these  have  little  or  no  significance 
as  far  a  comparing  one  road  design  to  the  other.   Any  road  you  build  will  affect 
these  in  some  way.   From  the  above  data  it  can  be  easily  concluded  that  all  the 
arguments  about  environmental  concerns  have  indeed  been  proven  to  be  a  facade.   An 
overemotionalized  saga  of  doomsday  present  at  taxpayers  expense.   The  subject  of 
traffic  safety?   We  all  saw  the  chart  on  the  overhead  where  the  88  foot  4-lane 
provides  an  estimated  21  accidents  per  year  as  opposed  to  34  on  the  next  two 
preferred  alternatives.   As  you  can  see,  none  of  the  other  alternatives  come  close 
to  the  safety  factor  of  281%  provided  by  Montana  Department  of  Highways'  88  foot 
design.   Although  the  two  preferred  alternatives  provide  a  significant  improvement 
of  174%  over  the  deplorable  conditions  we  tolerate  today,  to  chose  either  the  60 
foot  4-lane  or  2-lane  special  design  would  indicate  that  an  additional  13  accidents 
per  year  will  occur  based  on  the  estimates.   Why  should  we  compromise  the  safety 
of  our  friends  and  loved  ones  for  the  sake  of  a  few.   Pedestrian  safety  was  addres- 
sed.  It  is  shown  in  the  EIS  that  pedestrians  crossing  the  various  alternatives, 
the  safety  of  them  is  relatively  equal.   There's  no  data  to  indicate  otherwise. 
If  it  becomes  a  problem  the  hazards  can  be  addressed  using  proven  methods.   South 
Fork  Bridge  was  addressed.   Safety  will  not  change  from  what  it  is  today  and  we 
all  know  that's  not  good. 

I  have  something  to  say  about  construction  costs  and  why  we're  here.   The  estimated 
original  cost  of  this  project  with  the  contingency  for  engineering  and  design,  and 
etc.,  of  20%,  came  to  about  6  million  dollars.   The  present  cost  of  the  88  foot 
road  is  11,234,976.   Okay,  if  you  subtract  that  you  come  up  with  a  red  number  that 
amounts  to  5,243,976.   I  didn't  take  new  math  but  I  still  come  up  with  the  fact 
that  this  means  that  many  dollars  of  increased  cost  due  to  litigation  time,  not 
including  legal  and  attorney  fees.   Ladies  and  gentlemen,  the  only  place  to  change 
the  direction  of  a  nation  or  a  state  is  at  the  polls,  not  in  the  courts. 

I  did  a  little  thing  here  that  I  think  is  significant  in  terms  of  cost  of  construction. 
I  compared  the  two  preferred  alternatives  to  the  88  foot  4-lane  and  instead  of  a 
cost  to  benefit  ratio,  I  came  up  to  a  difference  of  cost,  to  a  difference  in 
benefit  ratio.   What  I  did  was  I  worked  it  out  to  where  we  come  into  an  area  of 
payback  in  terms  of  years.   Should  the  2-lane  special  design  road  be  built,  the 
time  to  pay  the  differ...,  I  should  rephrase  that  to  say,  should  the  88  foot  road 
be  built  in  lieu  of  the  2-lane  design  there  is  a  200,  excuse  me,  $2,585,350  difference 
which  is,  by  itself,  alot  of  money.   If  you  then  apply  the  yearly  increase  in 
benefits  that  would  be  provided  by  the  88  foot  4-lane  the  time  to  pay  the  differ- 
ence in  the  construction  costs,  9.18  years.   Now  those  are  real  figures,  okay. 
Let's  take  the  60  foot  4-lane,  compare  it  using  the  same  formula,  the  cost 
increase  in  benefits  if  very  minimal,  the  cost  difference  is  $1,839,973.   So  if 
you  use  the  little  cost  to  benefit  thing  that  I  came  up  with,  it  will  take  17.7 
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years  to  pay  back  the  difference  in  the  construction  costs.   Okay. 

Employment  is  a  significant  thing  in  light  of  economic  factors.   According  to  the 
figures  contained  in  the  Draft  EIS,  if  the  original  design  is  chosen,  an  additional 
ten  jobs  will  be  created  for  approximately  18  months. 

Capitol  investment?   For  each  dollar  invested  in  highway  construction,  80  to  85 
cents  will  remain  in  the  State  of  Montana  thus  tremenously  strengthening  our 
economy  and  we  feel  the  difference  in  cost  between  the  original  design  and  the 
alternatives  should  be  considered  a  very  good  investment,  not  only  in  terms  of 
dollars  but  in  terms  of  return. 

Precedence.   I  feel  the  original  design  was  carefully  planned  and  engineered  to 
provide  safety,  cost  effectiveness,  and  will  meet  the  needs  of  the  area  for  many 
years.    All  of  the  original  arguments  for  a  compromise  have  been  shown  to  be  pure 
fiction  and  should  be  weighed  accordingly.   To  compromise  when  you're  right  does 
not  make  good  sense.   We  are  in  support  of  your  original  design  and  have  said  so 
publicly  many  times.   If  a  compromise  alternative  is  shown,  a  precedent  is  set 
which  will  guaranty  that  any  and  all  future  projects  will  ultimately  be  hacked  to 
ribbons  using  the  same  rationale  that  has  been  disproved  by  this  process.   These 
environmental  groups,  which  I  call  cooersive  Utopians,  will  saw  off  the  rungs  from 
the  ladder  of  progress  until  we  take  the  hardline  stand.   The  facts  are,  we  feel 
we  are  right  in  the  issue  of  Hwy.  2.   Why  should,  in  fact,  we  could  be  driving  on 
the  original  design  today.  Why  should  we  compromise  now.   If  any  alternative  is 
chosen  but  theirs,  they  will  stop  at  nothing  to  stifle  the  project  for  another 
decade.   That  is  a  fact;  we've  seen  it  tonight.   I  say,  gentlemen,  take  the 
original  design  back  to  the  courts  as  soon  as  possible  because,  by  golly,  you  were 
right  all  the  time.   Thank  you. 

D.  BARTSCH:   Mel  Wallan,  W-A-L-L-A-N,  and  then  Randy  S-C-H-W-I-C-K-E-R-T,  Schwickert?- 
How  'bout  Mel? 

UNIDENTIFIED:   I  think  Mel  left. 

D.   BARTSCH:   Mel  leave?   Randy  Schwickert?   He  left?   Carl  Valkonburg, 
V-A-L-K-O-N-B-U-R 

UNIDENTIFIED:   Inaudible. 

D.  BARTSCH:   Marilyn  M.  L-A-Z-0,  Lazo.   Then  Oscar  E.  Anderson.   Excuse  me,  what's 
was  your  name,  please. 

M.  LAZO:   My  name  is  Marilyn  Lazo. 

D.  BARTSCH:   Okay,  Thank  you. 

M.  LAZO:   I  live  right  here  in  Glacier  Park  and  I  would  like  to  thank  the  man  to 
challenged  us  to  think  on  a  global  level.   I  think  we  do  have  to  consider  that  we 
are  using  up  the  world  and  that  perhaps  we  won't  be  driving  this  highway  in  2003. 
I'm  in  favor  of  alternative  no.  3,  the  special  2-lane  design.  I'm  delighted  to 
hear  that  your  studies  show  it  to  be  a  safe  one;  I  think  that  safety  of  drivers 
and  pedestrians  should  certainly  be  most  important.   Cost  of  maintenance  is 
considerably  less,  and  also  beauty  is  very  important  to  me,  and  included  in  beauty 

is  wildlife  and  I  would  like  to  leave  that (TAPE  ENDS)   (Upon  changing  tape, 

the  recorded  failed  to  pick  up  the  remaining  testimony  of  Mr.  Lazo,  all  of  0. 
Anderson,  and  beginning  of  B.  Chase's  statement.   The  following  is  Mr.  Anderson's 
statement  taken  from  the  written  copy  he  submitted  to  the  Hearings  Officer. 
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0.  ANDERSON:   My  name  is  Oscar  Anderson  and  I  reside  at  Columbia  Falls,  Montana. 
I  represent  members  of  Local  400,  International  Union  of  Operating  Engineers. 

My  testimony  is  to  point  out  the  necessity  of  constructing  the  88  foot  4-lane 
highway  from  Hungry  Horse  to  West  Glacier  in  one  letting,  preferably  in  1982.  The 
wider  4-lane  is  needed  for  several  reasons,  some  of  which  were  stated  earlier. 

According  to  the  draft  EIS  study,  this  is  the  safest  road  to  build.   This  project 
would  support  75  jobs  for  the  construction  industry  if  the  job  is  let  in  two 
sections  in  1983  and  1984  as  tentatively  scheduled  by  the  Highway  Department.   By 
constructing  the  total  10.9  miles  in  1982,  the  project  could  provide  up  to  150 
jobs  and  double  the  economic  benefits  to  the  area. 

We  have  approximately  60%  unemployment  in  the  construction  crafts  at  this  time. 
With  the  curtailing  and  closure  of  some  of  the  area  mills,  and  a  cutback  of 
employees  at  the  Anaconda  Aluminum  Plant,  this  project  is  needed  to  boost  the 
economy  in  this  depressed  area.   When  our  people  are  not  working  they  are  not 
generating  tax  dollars,  but  rather  are  a  drain  on  the  economy  of  drawing  unemploy- 
ment and  welfare.   These  jobs  are  needed  now,  not  two  or  three  years  from  now. 
The  economy  needs  a  boost  now  -  not  later. 

We  have  put  up  with  this  death  trap  for  better  than  40  years.   It  is  high  time  we 
had  a  road  that  will  serve  the  needs  of  the  public  now  and  for  years  to  come. 

The  Highway  Department  should  design  highways,  the  Operating  Engineers  should 
build  the  highways  and  the  Parks  Service  should  stick  to  whatever  it  is  that  they 
do. 

UNIDENTIFIED:   How  about  limiting  it  to  5  minutes. 

D.  BARTSCH:   Ya ,  okay.   I  think  he  should  be  able 

B.  CHASE:   I'm  willing  to  do  five  mintes. 

D.  BARTSCH:   Okay. 

B.  CHASE:   Page  4  of  the  Draft  EIS  demonstrates  the  opportunity  to  downscope  on 
this  project.   It's  states  that  a  major  point  of  controversy  is  whether  or  not 
traffic  congestion  should  be  tolerated  for  two  months  of  the  year  to  reduce  environ- 
mental impacts,  or  if  a  higher  level  of  traffic  service  should  be  provided.  This 
question  would  be  moot,  if  a  policy  of  downscoping  presently  existed.   A  policy  of 
downscoping  would  result  in  concurrence  with  the  former,  yet  the  Department  presently 
prefers  the  higher  design  standard  which  is  more  costly,  environmentally  damaging, 
and  larger  than  necessary.   Downscoping  is  not  simply  a  matter  of  reducing  the 
size  of  a  design  as  much  as  it  is  reducing  the  required  level  of  service.   The 
preferred  alternative  implies  that  it  is  necessary  to  provide  for  two  months  of 
convenience  by  advocating  a  highway  that  would  operate  at  only  half  of  its  capacity 
by  the  design  year.   This  is  not  indicative  of  downscoping,  rather  it  is  indicative 
of  the  problems  we  face  immediately.   Because,  despite  my  thorough  review  and 
recommendations,  it  contains  nothing  to  handle  the  problem  of  interim  projects 
being  subject  to  outdated  policy. 

The  recent  rejection  of  the  gas  tax  increase  is  a  result  of  the  Legislature 
wanting  to  wait  and  make  sure  they're  getting  better  roads  for  their  money.   The 
CCP  would  welcome  the  5C  increase  if  it  were  assured  the  money  would  be  used  in  a 
cost  effect  manner;  however,  this  this  Draft  EIS  raises  many  doubts  as  it  appears 
to  be  more  of  the  same  old  line  in  a  brand  new  bottle.   This  Draft  EIS  and  the 
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preferred  4-lane  alternative  are  a  creation  of  the  old  school  of  thought.   A 
revision  of  the  draft  is  therefore  needed  to  carry  out  MINA's  recommendations.  The 
important  thing  to  remember  is  that  it  is  only  a  draft  subject  to  revision  and 
that  the  opportunity  is  now  before  the  Department  to  initiate  this  new  policy. 
It's  the  practical  thing  to  do.   Director  Wicks  said  it  best  when  he  stated  that 
we  can  no  longer  afford  to  build  cadillac  highways.   It  seems  the  maximum  state- 
wide benefits  will  never  be  realized  by  promising  to  implement  changes  in  policy 
without  actually  implementing  changes  in  practice.   Such  requests  for  gas  tax 
hikes  will  never  be  approved  as  long  as  these  contradictions  remain. 

As  we've  heard  tonight,  and  as  we  will  hear,  and  as  the  EIS  indicates,  downscoping 
does  not  mean  we  must  sacrifice  safety.   In  fact,  safety  can  be  enhanced.   We 
found  some  studies  that  show  that  4-lane  highways  have  a  higher  accident  rate  and 
then  testimony  on  August  6th  and  a  preliminary  analysis  meeting  we  provided  an 
applicable  reference  which  was  not  used  in  the  draft.   It's  known  as  the  Kentucky 
Department  of  Transportation  Report  entitled  Relationships  Between  Roadway  Geomet- 
ries and  Accidents.   I  request  this  study  be  discussed  in  the  final  as  it  demon- 
strates that  interstates  and  parkways  have  the  highest  percent  of  accidents  during 
snowy  or  icy  conditions.   I'd  like  to  add  that  the  accidents  on  this  particular 
stretch  of  road  are  not  due  to  passing,  they're  rather  due  to  uncontrolled  inter- 
sections, roadside  obstacles,  and  the  dangerous  curves  which  should  all  be  handled 
by  the  2-lane  alternative,  and  this  why  I  would  go  down  on  record  as  being  in 
favor  of  this  special  design. 

D.  BARTSCH:   Special  design  2-lane.   Okay.   Thank  you.   I  think  at  this  point  I'd 
like  to  kinda  reiterate  something.   The  last  two  speakers  each  spoke  at  some 
length  on  the  opposite  sides.   If  the  rest  of  you  that  I  have  up  here  have  similar 
statements  or  similar  references  to  make,  if  you  could  refer  to  previous  statements 
it  would  help,  due  to  the  fact  that  it's  after  11:00  o'clock.   We  can  cut  it  down 
a  little  bit  and  still  get  that  input  in  a  shorter  time,  it  would  help.   Also,  I 
did  say  that  we  would  try  to  get  into  addressing  some  questions.   If  someone  has 
specific  questions,  other  than  the  questions  that  have  been  posed  in  the  statements 
challenging  some  of  the  data  in  the  EIS.   I  don't  think  that  we  would  be  able  to 
address  those,  particularly  at  this  point.   So,  if  it's  that  type  of  question,  I 
doubt  whether  we  could  address  it  very  well.   If  there's  some  particular  question 
about  understanding  some  of  the  presentation,  I  don't  know  whether  we  can  get  into 
that;  it's  crossing  over  into  that  area,  but  we'll  try.   Maybe  if  we  just  continue 
this,  it  might  be  sufficient  by  posing  those  questions  in  your,  statements  and 
we'll  just  be  able  to  review  them  and  try  to  cover  them  in  the  final  EIS,  unless 
anybody  has  a  question  that  we  might  be  able  to  give  an  answer  to  tonight. 

Okay,  what  I  brought  up  before,  if  you  have  that  type  of  question  or  if  you  have  a 
question  you  think  we  can  address,  would  you  put  it  down  on  one  of  those  colored 
cards  and  pass  it  up  and  then  we'll  get  into  the  question  period  as  soon  as  we 
finish  these  few  statements;  there's  not  too  many  more. 

I  have  a  W.  Wheeler  next,  and  then  following  that  I  have  the  two  or  three  names  on 
the  CCP  Committee,  E-G-L-U-N,  Eglund,  S-K-R-0-T-Z-K-I ,  and  Sharlon  Willows,  anyone 
of  those  who  represent  that  group  to  make  a  statement  after  this.   Yes,  sir. 

W.  A.  WHEELER:   I'm  W.  A.  Wheeler.   I  live  in  Kalispell;  I  have  property  in  the 
Hungry  Horse  area  and  I  came  here  in  1945,  that's  36  years  ago,  to  start  construc- 
tion on  the  Hungry  Horse  Dam  and  if  it  wasn't  for  Hungry  Horse  Dam,  I  dare  say, 
80%  of  you  people  wouldn't  be  here.   And  on  November  11,  1945,  my  boss  I  worked 
under  in  Denver  came  up  to  review  the  housing  situation.   We  got  up  as  far  as 
where  the  present  dam  road  takes  off  from  no.  2,  and  there  was  6  inches  of  snow  on 
the  ground  and  there  hadn't  been  a  single  track,  vehicle  over  that  road  at  11:00 
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o'clock  in  the  morning  so  that's  what  you'd  have  if  you  didn't  have  Hungry  Horse 
Dam.   I'm  in  favor  of  the  88  foot  road  because  it's  the  only  way  to  provide  safety. 
A  4-lane  60  foot  road  would  only  provide  you  with  4  feet  of  passing  space  for  a 
head  on  meeting  and  the  lights  at  night  would  be  dangerous.   It's  just  as  dangerous 
as  being  on  a  2-lane  road  because  you  might  of  2  lanes  of  traffic  going  each  way 
and  the  person  in  the,  on  the  inside  lane  would  be,  could  be  blinded  by  the  lights. 
I  would  go  for  the  88  foot  road  and  I  would  suggest  to  the  design  department  that 
they  eliminate  the  paving  of  the  20  foot.   In  rough  figures,  I've  figures  out 
here,  it  would  be  17,000  cubic  yards  of  concrete  and  it's  running  at  55  and  60 
dollars  and  no  telling  what  it  would  cost  at  this  time,  a  yard.   That  runs  to 
about  a  million  dollars.   A  grass  section  for  the  intermediate,  for  the  center 
lane  would  be  sufficient  and  could  be  much  cheaper  than  putting  in  concrete  paving. 
I  thank  you. 

D.  BARTSCH:   Okay.   Thank  you.    We  gave  the  next,  the  next  name  was  someone  from 
the  CCP  Organization.   Would  that  be  you? 

C.  ENGLUND:   Yes,  sir. 

D.  BARTSCH:   Okay.   I  also,  on  that  same  list,  Mark,  I  have  your  name  on  that  and 
then  you  asked  a  separate  statement. 

UNIDENTIFIED:   Inaudible. 

D.  BARTSCH:   So  this '11  be  sufficient,  this  statement  will  be  sufficient  to  cover 
yours? 

E.  ENGLUND:   No,  sir,  he  will  have  his  own  statement. 

D.  BARTSCH:   Oh,  okay. 

C.  ENGLUND:   My  name  is  Carl  Englund;  I'm  a  legal  intern  with  the  law  firm  of 
Jonkle  and  Kennis  and  we  are  attorneys  for  the  Coalition  for  Canyon  Preservation, 
and  I  have  two  points  to  address  this  evening  involving  the  legal  sufficiency  of 
the  EIS.   The  first  point  deals  with  the  question  of  scoping,  which  is  provided 
for  in  the  Council  on  Environmental  Qualities  regulations  implementing  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act.    Those  regulations  provide  that  the  process  of  scoping 
is  to  identify  the  crucial  issues  raised  by  the  public  before  an  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  is  prepared  in  order  to  reduce  the  possibilities  that  matters  of 
importance  will  be  overlooked  in  the  NEPA  process.   Now  scoping  meetings  on  this 
project  were  held  in  April  with  oral  submissions  and  written  comments.   Now  the 
Coalition  for  Canyon  Preservation  has  tabulated  the  results  of  both  the  oral  and 
the  written  submissions,  including  the  written  submissions  to  the  Department  of 
Highways,  which  we  were  assured  would  be  included  in  the  scoping  file,  and  based 
upon  that  numerical  tabulations,  the  Coalition  has  determined  that  the  results  of 
the  scoping  process  is  not  adequately  reflected  in  the  scoping  section  of  the 
Draft  EIS.   According  to  the  Coalition's  tabulations,  by  far  and  away  the  most 
significant  issue  in  the  scoping  meetings  that  was  addressed  by  the  public  was  the 
issue  of  the  impacts  of  the  reconstruction  of  U.S.  Hwy.  2  on  Glacier  National 
Park,  yet  the  Draft  EIS  is  not  listed  as  a  significant  issue  and  not  surprising, 
therefore,  the  draft  does  not,  does  a  woefully  inadequate  job  of  discussing  the 
environmental  affects  of  a  new  larger  highway  on  what  the  National  Park  Service 
has  identified  as  one  of  the  most  threatened  components  of  the  National  Park 
System.   Now,  that  the  report  of  the  scoping  process  and  the  Draft  EIS  does  not 
fit  with  the  numerical  tabulations  of  the  scoping  process  is  also  illustrated  in  a 
number  of  other  points,  and  we  will  provide  a  rather  detailed  analysis  of  this 
with  our  written  comments  which  we  will  submit  before  the  end  of  the  month,  but  for 
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now  the  key  point  is  this:   Scoping  is  defined  by  the  regulations  that  establish 
the  concept.   It  is  designed  to  ensure  that  issues  identified  as  important  to  the 
public  are  neither  overlooked  or  underemphasized  in  the  NEPA  process.   The  idea  is 
to  involve  the  public  early  in  the  process  so  they  can  have  their  most  immediate 
concerns  addresses  and  so  that  the  agency  decision  makers  will  benefit  from  an 
understanding  of  what  those  public  concerns  are,  and  also  a  thoughtful  analysis  of 
those  significant  issues.   Somewhere  in  the  process  of  the  drafting  of  this  EIS 
and  in  the  scoping  process,  got  away  from  the  comments  that  were  made  by  the 
public  and  therefore,  the  very  tenor  of  the  statement  deviated  from  the  issues 
identified  as  the  public  as  being  most  important.   This  is  a  potential  violation 
of  NEPA  which  we  hope  can  be  avoided  in  the  Final  Impact  Statement. 

Now  the  second  point  I  want  to  address,  and  I'll  address  it  really  briefly,  is  the 
issue  of  the  discharge  of  runoff  into  the  middle  fork  of  the  Flathead  River  by 
designating  a  component  of  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  River  System.   There  are 
three  sections  of  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  River's  Act  which  seem  to  mandate 
against  any  discharge  of  any  pollution  into  a  component  of  the  system.   Section, 
U.S.,  excuse  me,  16  USC  §1271,  the  Declaration  of  Congressional  Policy  provides 
that  it  is  the  policy  of  the  United  States  that  designated  rivers  and  their  immedi- 
ate environment  be  protected  as  to  both  their  free  flowing  characteristics  and 
their  water  quality.   Section  16  USC  1281A  provides  another  mandate  which  is 
pertinent  here.   This  section  reads  that  each  component  of  the  National  Wild  and 
Scenic  River  System  shall  be  administered  in  such  a  manner  as  to  protect  and 
enhance  the  values  which  cause  it  to  be  included  in  said  system.   And  as  we  see  in 
the  purposes  section  of  the  act,  those  values  include  water  quality.   Finally,  16 
USC  1282  mandates  that  the  head  of  the  agency  administering  a  component  of  the 
system  must  cooperate  with  the  Secretary  of  Interior  and  with  the  appropriate 
state  water  pollution  control  agencies  for  the  purposes  of  eliminating  or  dimin- 
ishing pollution  of  waters  of  the  river.   Now  it's  true  that  the  primary  respon- 
sibility for  the  compliance  of,  with  the  Wild  and  Scenic  River's  Act  is  with  the 
administering  agency,  in  this  case  the  Forest  Service,  but  just  because  the  Highway 
Department  and  the  Federal  Highway  Administration  do  not  have  primary  responsibil- 
ity for  the  middle  fork,  this  does  not  mean  that  they  can  either  ignore  the  river's 
special  status  or  refuse  to  recognize  the  intent  of  the  act.   It  should  go  without 
saying  that  the  middle  fork  is  a  special  resource  deserving  special  attention  and 
special  protection,  yet  the  fact  that  the  Flathead  Wild  &  Scenic  River  Management 
Plan  does  not  even  referenced  in  the  EIS  is  but  one  of  many  indications  that  the 
middle  fork  has  not  received  the  attention  it  deserves.   I'd  like  to  say  also  that 
this  same  point  relates  to  the  total  on  the  water  quality  issues  as  they  are 
addressed  in  the  EIS.   Vague  references  are  made  to  detention  and  treatment 
facilities,  but  specific  plans  for  these  facilities  are  not  included  in  the  state- 
ment.  We  cannot  comment  on  the  adequacies  of  these  plans  nor  can  we  present 
potentially  viable  alternatives  to  these  plans  because  of  the,  because  from  reading 
the  Impact  Statement  we  cannot  discover  the  design  nor  the  location  of  these 
plans.   Conclusory  statements  without  plans  have  not  place  in  an  Impact  Statement, 
and  I  close  that  by  reminding  the  Department  that  the  Ninth  Circuit  Court  of 
Appeals  held  that  the  previous  Impact  Statement  was  inadequate  in  part  because  it 
contained  such  conclusory  statements  unsupported  by  plans  or  data.   Thank  you. 

D.  BARTSCH:   Okay.   Thank  you.   I  can't  get  this  first  name  very  well  and  I  forgot 
to  call  out  ahead  of  time.   It  looks  like  probably  G  something,  L-E-N-E  M.  White; 
White's  the  last  name. 

UNIDENTIFIED:   Maybe  it's  A  -  Arlene  White? 

D.  BARTSCH:   A-R,  could  be  Arlene  White,  yes,  please. 
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A.  WHITE:   I'd  just  like  to  go  on  record  as  favoring  the  88  foot  4-lane. 

D.  BARTSCH:   You  back  the  88  foot  4-lane  as  discussed  previously?   Thank  you. 

A.  WHITE:   Inaudible. 

D.  BARTSCH:   Okay.   Thank  you.   Joe  Crosswhite  and  Robin  K-A-T-Z,  Katz. 

J.  CROSSWHITE:   Thank  you.   My  name  is  Joe  Crosswhite;  I'm  a  retired  international 
representative  for  the  Operating  Engineers.   I'm  on  the  Board  of  Directors  of 
Canyon  Development  Association  and  I'm  here  speaking  for  Western  Environmental 
Trades  Association  tonight,  too.    I  am  President  "ameritas"  of  WETA,  which  is  the 
Western  Environmental  Trade  Assocation.   It's  composed  of  management,  labor  unions, 
agriculture,  recreationists ,  statewide  associations,  labor  unions,  and  I  would  say 
that  the  Western  Environmental  Trades  Association  is  the  largest  of  any  environmental 
association  in  the  State  of  Montana  by  far.   We  have  over  300  affliliates,  and 
what  we  count  as  affiliates  is  companies,  individuals,  associations  such  as  the 
Montana  Power  Company,  the  Anaconda  Company,  Montana  Stockgrowers  Association, 
Montana  Wool  Growers,  Snowmobile  Association  of  Montana.   I  could  go  on  here  for 
an  hour.   We're  on  record,  and  have  been  at  every  meeting  that  we've  ever  had  on 
this  discussion  came  up  on  the  highway  in  the  canyon,  is  for  the  4-lane  88  foot 
lane . 

There's  several  reasons  why  we  want  that.   The  other  day  in  the  Missoulian,  it  was 
just  three  or  four  days  ago  that  I  read  where  Federal  Fish  &  Wildlife  and  the 
Glacier  Park,  the  National  Park  Service  in  Glacier  Park  went  on  record  for  the  two 
lane.  I  know  alot  of  people  that  work  in  Glacier  Park  and  there's  some  very  nice 
people  up  there  and  there's  some  bureaucratic  posey  pluckers  up  there.   I  consider 
it  just  like  a  barrel  of  apples,  the  old  saying  there's  one  bad  one  it  can  ruin 
the  whole  barrel.   But  in  this  case  there's  a  barrel  of  apples  with  alot  of  bad 
ones.   It  turned  my  stomach,  or  made  me  sick  at  the  stomach,  and  it  should  alot  of 
people  in  this  area,  when  a  National  Park  Service  comes  up  with  a  2-lane  highway 
on  account  a  the  grizzly  bears  and  the  Federal  Wildlife  Service  the  same  condition. 
That  they  take  a  stinkin'  bear  and  give  it's  life  priority  over  the  life  of  human 
beings  on  this  highway.   I  think  it's  a  disgrace.   The  Park  Service  has  had  a  hell 
of  a  time  taking  care  of  what's  inside  the  park  let  alone  trying  to  run  an  indus- 
trial and  the  commercial  and  the  citizens  on  the  outside  of  the  park.   I  want  to 
give  you  a  good  example  of  their  way  of  doing  things.   They  spend  over  a  million 
dollars  for  a  toilet  up  on  top  of  the  hill  and  it's  plugged  up  now  and  boarded  up, 
and  if  you  got  a  million  dollars  that  you  can  spend  that  way  I  think  they  better 
stay  in  the  park  and  take  care  a  what  they  got  instead  of  trying  to  run  it  outside 
for  the  people  out  here. 

The  Canyon  Coalition  have  all  the  time  spoke  of  a  2-lane  highway  but  in  the  hearings 
this  summer  I  have  never  heard  them  recommend  the  2-lane,  it's  always  the  special 
design  2-lane  highway.   They  admit  themselves  that  2  lanes  isn't  enough.   The 
special  design  2-lane  highway,  when  you  look  at  it,  some  places  it's  5  lanes. 
There's  a  turn  out  on  one  side,  turn  out  on  the  other  side,  passing  lane  in  the 
middle  and  then  the  north  and  south  lanes,  so  that's  5  lanes.   In  this  12  mile 
stretch  you  would  have  probably  5  different  routes  to  take,  2-lane,  3-lane,  4-lane, 
5-lane,  you  can't  get  the  tourists  to  ride  one  lane  in  this  canyon  during  the 
summer . 

As  far  as  the  park  is  concerned  and  the  employment,  there's  more  people  working  on 
eight,  driving  18  wheelers  over  this  top  of  the  hill  here  using  this  canyon,  going 
east  with  lumber,  going  west  with  grain,  besides  the  other  freight,  then  what 
there  is  works  in  the  park.   It's  hard  to  compare  because  those  hundreds  of  stu- 
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dents  that  work  up  there  in  the  summer,  they  come  from  all  over  the  nation  to  work 
up  there.   The  reason  there's  no  natives  up  there  is  because  they  don't  pay  enough. 
They  pay  a  minimum  wage  up  there  and  want  to  compare  that  with  on  the  outside. 
Now  the  highway  construction  was  brought  up  here  several  times.   Highway  construc- 
tion for  a  dollar  spent  in  an  area  is  the  best  economic  lifeblood  there  is  for  it. 
There's  about  80  or  85  percent  of  that  dollar  stays  right  in  that  area.   It's 
different  than  a  plant.  Aluminum  plant,  generating  plant,  or  so  forth,  where  50  to 
60  percent  of  the  dollars  are  spent  for  material  and  machinery  fabricated  outside 
the  State  of  Montana.   But  on  the  design  of  the  80  foot,  88  foot  lane  up  here, 
it's  almost  all  Montana  products;  the  labor,  the  dirt,  the  concrete  is  a  Montana 
product.  The  only  probably  that  could  be  shipped  in  would  be  the  corrugated  iron 
for  pipe. 

I  want  to  also  say  that  a  couple  of  days  ago  the  District  Representative  from  the 
Legislature  for  this  district,  Gary  Bennett,  called  me  and  said  he'd  be  unable  to 
be  here  tonight,  that  he  wanted  to  be  here  but  he's  got  to  be  in  Helena  for  the 
Legislature,  but  he's  on  record  for  the  wide  88  foot  4-lane  highway  and  he's  said 
the  same  in  statements  earlier,  even  in  his  campaign.  You  know  he  come  up  with 
figures,  the  no-growth  environmentalists  have  come  up  with  figures,  you'd  think 
they  were  experts  on  statistics,  highway  engineering,  anything  you  wanna  do,  they 
know  it  all.   I  don't  why.   They  stay  up  here  on  food  stamps,  and  so  forth,  instead 
of  getting  in  and  building  these  things  that  they're  so  capable  of  building. 

D.  BARTSCH:   Could  you  summarize?    We  getting  pretty  close  on  time. 

J.  CROSSWHITE:   Okay.   I  would  like  to  tell  you  how  you  can  change  figures  around. 
You  talk  about  drunken  drivers.   The  national  traffic  count  says  that  50%  of  the 
traffic  fatalities  in  the  United  States  last  year  was  on  account  a  drunken  driving. 
The  other  50%  was  on  other  issues.   So,  if  that's  the  case,  if  half  the  people 
were  drunk  and  the  other  half  wasn't,  it  would  be  twice  as  safe  to  drive  with  a 
drunken  driver  than  it  would  be  for  the  sober  one. 

I  want  to  tell  you  one  thing  in  closing.   When  you  start  home  tonight,  those  that 
live  in  the  valley,  whether  you  got  the  narrow  2-lane  you  have  now  or  a  wide  4, 
wide  2-lane  or  the  narrow  2-lane,  from  now  'til  spring  I  hope  youse  all  get  home 
okay  because  it's  an  icy  road  from  now  on  'til  spring  and  you  can't  tell  what'd  be 
there  from  here  downtown  now  after  we  came  up  here  earlier  this  evening.    And  I 
want  to  thank  the  Highway  Department  for  having  this  hearing  tonight.   I  know  a 
big  majority  of  the  people  here  are  for  the  88  foot  4-lane  highway,  and  with  that 
I'll  close  and  thank  you  for  being  up  here  and  lettin'  us  run  off  at  the  mouth. 
Thank  you. 

D.  BARTSCH:   Thank  you.   Robin  Katz,  K-A-T-S,  and  James  R.  Conner,  C-0-N-N-E-R. 

R.  KATZ:   My  name  is  Robin  Katz  and  I've  been  a  resident  and,  I  might  say,  a 
taxpayer  in  this  valley  for  three  years,  and  a  highly  concerned  citizen.   Alot's 
been  said  tonight  on  something  that  no  one's  really  mentioned,  is  a  highly  sensi- 
tive issue  in  this  area.   We  have  delineated  sides  for  the  past  x  number  of  years 
on  whose  right  and  whose  wrong.   I  think  that  it's  wonderful  that  we're  all 
listening  to  each  other  and  that  we're  all  giving  each  other  the  chance  to  speak 
our  minds  and  I'd  like  to  thank  the  Highway  Department  for  having  this  hearing.   I 
think  that,  my  personal  feeling  is  that  we're  losing  sight  of  alot  of  things, 
excuse  me ? 

D.  BARTSCH:   Excuse  me.   Could  you  hold  it  down,  please? 

UNIDENTIFIED:   Sorry. 
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R.  KATZ:   We're  losing  sight  of  the  fact  that  we  are  in  one  of  the  most  beautiful 
areas  of  this  country  and  perhaps  this  world.   We  are  in  front  of  a  park,  we're  in 
a  park  now  that  was  created  before  we  even  were  imagined  and  will  go  on  long  after 
we're  gone.   We  talking  about  a  highway  that  is  a,  it's  almost  infinitesimal  in 
the  whole  scope  of  things  and  I  think  that  we  ought  to  perhaps  broaded  our  scopes 
a  little  bit.   We're  all  hardly  even  listening  to  each  other.   We're  so  bent  on 
keeping  our  own  opinions  about  what's  right  and  what's  wrong.   Yes,  we  have  a 
chance,  we  need  to  live  here,  we  need  to  produce  an  income,  and  we  need  to  have 
our  children  be  safe  and  our  parents  be  safe  and  everyone  should  live  forever.   We 
should  also  think  about  the  fact  that  we  have  wildlife  here  who  were  here  long 
before  we  were  and,  as  I  said  before,  will  be  here  long  after  we  leave.   I'd  like 
to  come  to  a  few  points. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  that  Hwy.  2,  in  its  present  form,  must  be  modified  but  I 
believe  that  it's  unique  character,  as  a  gateway  to  Glacier  National  Park,  forces 
us  to  take  a  deeper  look  than  highway  construction  generally  merits.   This  is  not 
just  another  highway.   It  winds  through  wildlife  habitats,  as  well  as  home  and 
childrens'  playgrounds.   This  brings  us  to  the  point  of  the  safety  of  the  highway. 
The  66  foot  highway,  I  personally  belive  the  88  foot  4-lane  to  be  a  monstrosity 
and  a  dinosaur,  based  on  past  figures  of  affluence  in  this  country  that  we're  now 
declining  away  from.   The  figures  have  not  actually  been  put  into  the  record,  I 
don't  believe,  but  in  the  peak  year  of  travel  to  the  park  there  were  4,126  cars 
using  that,  the  roadway.   In  1981  with  declined  to  3,409.   I  think  that  in  general, 
throughout  the  United  States,  we're  decreasing  rather  than  increasing  our  use  of 
fuel,  driving,  etc.   I  might  add  that  I  think  the  gentlemen  who  spoke  earlier  to 
the  bus  route  has  something,  he  has  a  point.   I  would  propose  myself  something  of 
a  tramway  that  would  begin  perhaps  at  Hungry  Horse  and  continue  even  over  to  St. 
Mary's  and  back  again,  for  those  who  use  the  highway  specifically  as  a  tourist 
route.   This  would  not  apply  to  the  people  who  live  in  the  canyon  because, 
obviously,  they  would  not  want  to  go  along  specific  stops,  etc.   I  think  that  in 
the  future  we're  going  to  be  looking  at  something  like  that,  if  you  have  a  tramway 
that  easily  fits  into  a  modified  2-lane,  which  I  support.   I  support  proposal  no. 
3. 

That's  basically,  as  I  look  through  this  I  see  alot  of  things  that  have  already 
been  said  and  I  won't  burden  you,  but  I  do  support  proposal  no.  3  which  is  a 
modified  2-lane.   Thank  you  very  much. 

D.  BARTSCH:   Okay.   Thank  you.   James  R.  Conner  and  Lt.  Tom  Sanford. 

J.  CONNER:   My  name  is  James  R.  Conner;  I  live  in  Kalispell  where  I  am  Secretary- 
Treasurer  of  the  Board  of  Directors  of  the  Flathead  Energy  Council.   In  previous 
meetings  we  have  not  taken  a  position  on  any  of  the  alternatives  presented. 
Tonight,  based  on  our  examination  of  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  we 
favor  alternative  no.  3,  the  modified  2-lane  highway.  Because  the  hour  is  late  I 
will  make  my  remarks  brief  and  we  will  submit  in  writing  paid  specific  commentary 
on  the  DEIS.   However,  we  endorse  the  comments  made  by  Mr.  Englund,  by  Dr.  Blood, 
and  later  on  Dr.  Skrotzki  will  make  comments.   He  has  told  me  what  they  will  be; 
we  are  in  agreement  with  them. 

We  are  extremely  concerned  about  this  strange  and  sloppy  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement.   As  previous  speakers  have  noted,  it  contains  no  footnotes. 
Some  of  you  remember  a  meeting  in  Columbia  Falls  in  August,  and  I  stood  before  you 
with  the  Council  on  Environmental  Qualities'  NEPA  regulations  and  I  read  from 
them.   Environmental  Impact  Statement  shall  be  explicitly  footnoted.   I  stand  here 
tonight  wondering  whether  you  sat  there  with  asphalt  in  your  ears  because  there  is 
not  a  single  legitimate  footnote  in  this  document.   There  is  no  reason  why  a 
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footnote  cannot  be  put  in  a  document.   This  is  a  social  and  economic  assessment 
draft  for  the  forest  plan,  published  by  the  Flathead  National  Forest  in  August, 
1981,  chalked  full  of  footnotes.   Now  in  my  judgment,  a  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  is  no  different  from  a  masters  thesis  or  a  doctoral  dissertation.   It  is 
suppose  to  be  a  work  of  scholarship  and  I  will  tell  you  tonight  that  there  is  no 
University  or  College  on  earth  that  would  permit  a  candidate  to  receive  a  degree 
if  he  submitted  a  thesis  or  a  dissertation  bereft  of  footnotes.   I  tell  you  that 
the  Highway  Department  is  treading  on  thin  legal  ice,  it  is  setting  the  stage  for 

another  showing  in  Federal  Court,  wasting Mr.  Crosswhite,  I  was  silent  while 

you  made  your  remarks,  would  you  do  me  the  courtesy  of  being  silent  while  I  make 
mine? 

J.  CROSSWHITE:   Well  you  make  such  a  ridiculous 

D.  BARTSCH:   Please,  I  have  to  agree  with  the  speaker,  please. 

J.  CONNER:   Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.   We  are  extremely  concerned  about  the  statis- 
tical procedures  made  in  this.   We  are  extremely  concerned  by  the  underlying 
philosophy  of  infinate  growth  upon  which  this  document  is  predicated.  We  have 
warned  before  that  the  world  does  not  keep  growing  forever,  that  at  some  point  we 
reach  economic  and  social  equilibrium.   Studies  that  we  have  consulted  now  indicate 
that  the  Flathead  Valley  is  approaching  that  point  of  equilibrium,  therefore,  we 
are  extremely  concerned  about  the  population  projections  used  in  the  Draft  Environ- 
mental Impact  Statement  and  the  conclusions  drawn  therefrom.   We  therefore 
recommend  that  before  a  final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  is  issued  that  a 
supplemental  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  be  issued  with  the  proper  foot- 
notes, with  the  proper  methodology,  and  a  sound  review  of  the  conclusions  that 
were  presented  herein.  What  we  have  is  not  a  document  that  the  taxpayers  should 
have  paid  for.  What  we  have,  in  a  figurative  sense,  is  a  decaying  mackeral  in  a 
perfumed  wrapper.   We  should  not  have  paid  for  that. 

In  summary,  we  support  alternative  no.  3,  the  modified  2-lane  highway.   Thank  you, 
Mr.  Chairman. 

D.  BARTSCH:   And  thank  you.   Lt .  Sanford  -  and  Ray  Sear,  S-E-R-R-A,  Serra? 

LT.  SANFORD:   Thank  you.   I'll  be  quite  brief  and  to  the  point  and  won't  last  too 
long  here,  I  hope.   I'm  concerned  about  the  safety  of  the  traveling  public.  Life, 
I  say,  is  valuable  and  the  loss  of  life  is  costly  by  grief  and,  of  course,  dollar 
wise  also.   Now  injury  is  very  costly  also,  from  the  mental  anguish  it  brings 
about  and,  of  course  again,  the  dollar  value  is  there  because  of  the  personal 
deduction  that  you  would' ve  had.   Also,  the  costly  doctor  and  hospital  bills.   Now 
U.S.  2  is  a  highway.   It  is  a  main  route  across  the  northern  part  of  the  country 
and  the  State  of  Montana.   It  is  used  extensively  by  large  trucks  hauling  petroleum 
products,  lumber,  logs,  wheat,  and  other  products.  The  road  is  also  used  exten- 
sively by  thousands  of  tourists  in  the  warmer  months  to  visit  Glacier  National 
Park,  and  during  the  winter  months  the  road  is  used  by  skiers  from  all  over  the 
nation  on  the  way  to  Big  Mountain.   Also,  many  people  snowmobile  and  cross-country 
ski  in  this  area.   There  are  wood  haulers  using  small  pickups  and  trailers,  then 
there's  the  local  travel  of  all  types  of  vehicles,  including  many  motorcycles. 
There  are  railroad  crews  sometimes  traveling  in  bus  caravans  in  this  area  at 
times.   Now  the  tourists  are,  traditionally,  a  slow  moving  traffic  traveling  with 
motor  homes  and  trailers.   There  are  the  small  underpowered  cars  that  are  slow  on 
the  hills,  the  large  trucks  are  slowed  on  some  of  the  hills  and  then  speed  and 
pass  when  they  can.   Other  vehicles  do  drive  at  the  speed  limit  when  they  can  and 
they  are  not  involved  in  the  other  traffic.   On  the  2-lane  roadways,  on  the  hills 
and  curves,  this  type  of  traffic  does  get  tied  up  on  long  lines.  As  a  result,  on  a 
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2-lane  roadway  frustrated  people  tend  to  make  some  bad  passes  on  the  curves  and  on 
the  hills  and  then  speed  when  they  can,  tend  to  make,  and  become  quite  wreckless 
at  times.   A  driver  under  the  influence  of  alcohol,  even  to  a  slight  degree,  can 
be  devastating  in  this  situation.  A  4-lane  roadway  tends  to  alleviate  the 
previously  mentioned  situation  to  quite  a  degree. 

Now,  I've  been  with  the  Highway  Patrol  for  28  years  and  I've  investigated  alot  of 
accidents  and  I've  investigated  deaths  where  there  were,  oh,  headon  collisions  at 
a  crest  of  a  hill  on  a  2-lane  roadway.   I  think  that,  in  my  opinion,  a  wider 
roadway  gives  you  time  to  evade  traffic  that  you  couldn't  otherwise  get  away  from. 
People  traveling  60  miles  per  hour  on  the  highway  are  traveling  90  feet  per  second 
and  if  you  meet  someone  at  the  same  speed,  if  you  were  going  nearly  that  speed, 
that's  180  feet.   If  you  meet  on  the  crest  of  a  hill  it  doesn't  give  you  much  time 
to  evade.   Those  are  some  things  that  I'd  like  you  to  think  about  and  I  thank  you 
very  much. 

D.  BARTSCH:   And  thank  you,  sir.   Someone  said  that  Ray  Serra  left.   Jack 
Therrien,  T-H-E-R-R-I-E-N. 

UNIDENTIFIED.   Therrien. 

D.  BARTSCH:   Therrien?   Excuse  me. 

J.  THERRIEN:   My  name  is  Jack  Therrien.   I'm  one  of  the  dumb  people  that  has  his 
own  business.   I'd  like  to  mention  a  few  things.   That  in  my  business  I  see 
approximately  125  people  a  day.   I  can  document  this  with  my  till  tapes  and  I  will 
invite  anybody  to  come  in  and  see  it,  although  I  won't  show  you  some  of  the  other 
stuff. 

I  did  a  survey  here  about,  oh,  it  must  have  been  a  year  ago,  on  Hwy.  2,  and  we  had 
a  petition.   Did  they  want  a  4-lane  or  did  they  want  the  2-lane?   It's  kind  of 
odd.   I  only  had  about  10  people  who  would  not  sign  for  a  4-lane.   So,  what  I'm 
saying  is,  I  am  representing  the  Chamber  of  Commerce  of  Columbia  Falls  and  I'm 
representing  myself  as  a  taxpayer,  and  I'm  being  more  adamant  than  I  should,  I 
realize.   I'm  going  to  go  on  record  for  both  of  us  for  the  88  foot  4-lane  and  I'm 
going  to  mention  a  few  things  here. 

As  a  former  salesman  I  traveled  a  third  of  the  State  of  Montana  and  I  have 
traveled  every  major  road  in  the  State  of  Montana  and  we,  pardon  the  French,  have 
the  shittiest  roads  in  the  state.   If  you  look  at  this  new  design,  I  challenge 
anybody  to  see  any  improvement  over  the  road  that  we  have  from  Lakeside  to  Summers. 
That  road  was  obsolete  before  it  was  ever  designed  and  that's  a  new  road.   I  am  a 
native  of  Montana,  I  was  born  of  native  born  Montanans ,  I've  lived  in  this  valley 
since  1941.   The  road  from  Kalispell  to  West  Glacier  has  been  in  existence  since 
1941.   I  know,  my  folks  drove  me  on  it.   Now,  if  you  look  at  the  present  design 
that  -they  have  the  road  is  impractical  as  a  2-lane.   It's  a  constant  mass  of 
curves.   As  someone's  whose  looked  at  a  truck  in  his  lane  coming  over  a  curve,  I 
want  some  room  for  maneuverability. 

I  challenge  the  environmentalists  to  tell  me  the  difference  between  44  feet  and  88 
feet  difference.  It's  a  statistical  insignifance  in  the  areas  involved.  If  they 
want  to  bring  in  the  Bob  Marshal  Wilderness  and  the  Glacier  Park,  it's  a  44  feet 
difference,  it's  a  statistical  insignificance.  On  this  road  everybody  is  worried 
about  the  environment  and  everything  else.  We've  got  to  have  a  road;  44  foot  or 
88  feet  statistically  is  not  a  difference.  If  I'm  driving  on  the  road  and  I'm  on 
an  88  foot  road  and  a  deer  comes  out  and  I'm  going  the  speed  limit,  which  most 
people  will  be  doing  on  a  55  mile  an  hour  zone  on  an  88  foot  4-lane,  I've  got  one 
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lot  of  room  to  maneuverable ,  maneuver  laterally.   I  don't  have  on  a  44  foot, 
especially  if  I'm  meeting  a  logging  truck  or  a  great  big  bus  or,  worse  yet,  a 
school  bus  with  kids.   Lets  go  to  safety  -  88  feet. 

Now,  for  the  other  things.   I  have  faith  in  the  future  of  the  United  States.  I 
don't  believe  we're  going  to  be  using  gas  in  20  years.   I  do  believe  we're  going 
to  be  using  vehicles  similar  to  the  cars  we  have  and  we're  going  to  have  to  have 
some  means  of  maneuverability  with  a  nice  road.   We're  going  to  have  the  same 
problems  in  means  of  transportation.   Also,  everybody's  yelling  about  the 
financial  impact  and  everything  but  remember  one  thing,  and  this  can  be  backed  by 
the  Chambers,  the  U.S.  Chamber  of  Commerce,  that  for  every  dollar  on  the  project 
$4.00  is  turned  over  in  the  valley,  and  I  include  the  Hungry  Horse  and  the  Flathead 
Valley  combined.   I  mean,  it's  a  Flathead  County  and  with  that  I  rest  my  case. 

D.  BARTSCH:   Okay.   Thank  you.   Charles  Jonkel  and  then  Susan  Adamson. 

C.  JONKEL:   My  name  is  Charles  Jonkel;  I'm  from  Missoula.   First  thing  I'd  like  to 
say  is  something  my  father  said  when  I  was  quite  small.   He  said  when  you  have 
rolling  country  like,  rolling  country  along  the  highway  up  through  here,  you're 
better  off  to  roll  it  in  closer  to  town.   In  general,  I  think  we  all  agree  we  need 
a  better  highway  up  through  here;  there's  no  argument  on  that.   But,  in  reference 
to  wildlife,  how  we  do  it  is  very  crucial.   That's  the  main  thing  I  want  to  stress 
and  since  many  other  people  are  guessin  what  is  the  best,  I  guess  I  have  a  right 
to  guess  I  have  a  right  to  guess  too.   In  my  opinion,  and  as  far  as  wildlife  is 
concerned,  alternative  3  is  probably  the  best.   But,  I  ask  you  please,  whatever 
alternative  you  end  up  choosing,  please  keep  cover  along  the  highway  in  mind  for 
the  wildlife.   At  very  little  cost  you  can  do  alot  of  things  for  wildlife  if  you 
think  about  it,  if  you  use  some  data  and  think  about  it.   And  also,  please 
consider  wildlife's  needs  in  the  area  no  matter  what  alternative  you  end  up  with. 

Why  do  I  say  guessing?   In  terms  of  the  EIS  and  in  terms  of  wildlife,  the  state- 
ment's made  in  many  places  that  there  is  no  significant  impact  on,  on  any  of  the 
alternatives,  on  wildlife.   I  don't  believe  that  statement  can  be  made.   How  can 
it  be  said  when  studies  in  wildlife  haven't  been  done  in  the  area.   Before  I'd 
make  such  statements  I'd  want  some  hard  data.   There's  no  hard  data  for  this  area 
and  just  in  terms  of  the  sorts  of  work  that  you  might  need,  I  would  estimate,  to 
get  some  decent  data  on  grizzly  bears  or  elk  or  the  deer  in  the  area,  you're 
looking  at  a  3  or  5  year  study.   So  it's  a  long  time.   Highway  studies  are  a  long 
time  too.   Why  weren't  these  started  when  the  highway  studies  were  initiated. 
Are,  there  other  species  that  highway  will  be  pretty  important  to?   You  can 
probably  get  the  data  you  need  in  a  couple  years  with  a  bunch  of  people;  you  can't 
do  it  in  a  couple  of  months.   In  fact,  I  would  guess,  alot  of  people  are  talking 
about  jobs  for  the  area.   You'd  probably  put  the  whole  75  people  involved  on 
research.   I  have  researchers  bias,  obviously.   Maybe  these  studies  were  done  but 
they're  not  in  the  EIS.   You  don't (TAPE  ENDS) 

The  reference  indicates  that,  I've  said  that  grizzlys  cross  the  3-lane  highway 
there.   That's  not  a  3-lane  highway,  you  know.   My  point,  when  I  made  this  state- 
ment about  Evaro,  was  that  bears  do  cross  such  areas  but  we  don't  even  know  that 
they  cross  such  areas  unless  you  do  some  studies  on  them,  otherwise  you're  just 
guessing  and  that's  all  that's  going  on  here.   And  in  fact,  in  the  EIS  the 
reference  was  used  as  a  statement  supporting  the  fact  that  grizzlys  will  cross  a 
wide  highway.   That  was  not  what  I  said  and,  of  course,  Evaro  is  not  a,  Hell 
Highway  is  not  a  wide  highway.   The  basic  problem  in  the  EIS  as  far  as  wildlife  is 
concerned  is  that  everyone  assumes  that  wildlife  is  free  and  it's  always  gonna  be 
there.  Therefore,  we  don't  have  to  consider  the  needs  of  wildlife. 
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In  my  view,  the  EIS  job  is  a  little  less  than  what  we'd  call  windshield  biology, 
in  the  professional  biology.   It's  simply  not  adequate.   Two  or  three  thousand 
dollars  isn't  adequate  to  build  a  highway  and  by  God  it's  not  adequate  to  give 
wildlife  a  treatment  for  the  area.   This  is  particularly  true  for  this  stretch 
because  of  physiographic  features  around  the  area,  and  I'll  refer  here  in  parti- 
cular to  grizzly  bears.   There  are  some  grizzly  bears  that  live  in  the  floodplains 
area;  there  are  others  that  come  down  into  the  area  seasonly  because  they  live 
nearby  and  there  are  others  that  cross  from  one  side  to  the  other,  and  they're 
funneled  through  here  by  the  huge  Hungry  Horse  Reservoir  on  the  one  side  and  the 
10  mile  long  McDonald  Lake  on  the  other  side.   This  funnel  that  they're  forced  to 
go  through  is  pretty  well,  already  occupied  through  extensive  development  in  the 
area.   There's  only  about  2  or  3  miles  left  of  areas  where  they  can  cross  through 
and  if  you  value  wildlife  at  all  you  should  be  thinking  about  those  sorts  of 
things.   Studies  elsewhere  show  there's  alot  more  use  by  wildlife  in  an  area  than 
you  would  ever  guess  because  they  do  most  of  their  thing  at  nighttime  and  also 
they're  extremely  clever  about  how  they  do  it,  and  you  simply  don't  see  them.   You 
can't  document  it  without  careful  studies.   Studies  elsewhere  also  show  that  if 
development  is  not  right  you  can  needlessly  harm  any  species.   And  I  say  needlessly 
because  based  on  valid  data  we  could  make  proper  decisions  and  that  in  fact  is  the 
strongest  concern  that  I  have.    The  willingness  of  professionals  to  make  decisions 
without  data  just  scares  the  daylights  out  of  me.   You  wouldn't  do  that  to  build  a 
road  without  proper  data,  why  not  treat  other  values  the  same  way,  why  does  wild- 
life always  have  to  take  the  blunt  end  of  it.   Thank  you. 

D.  BARTSCH:   Okay.   Thank  you.   Susan  Adamson  and  Mark  Skrotzki. 

S.  ADAMSON:   Hello,  I'm  Susan  Adamson  and  I  see  a  couple  things  happening  here 
tonight.   One  of  them  I'd  like  to  point  out  is  the  polarization  between  the  two 
factions.   One  group  seems  to  be  kind  of  the  practical,  economical,  safety  side 
and  the  other  side  seems  to  be  sort  of  a  up-in-the-air ,  floaty,  environmentalists 
and  I'd  like  to  try  to  bring  these  two  groups  together  somehow,  maybe  by  pointing 
out  that  because  we  have  the  wildlife  here  we  have  alot  of  people  here  and  those 
people  bring  alot  of  money  here  and  I  think  that  kind  of  ties  it  together  somehow, 
if  you  see  what  I'm  trying  to  point  out. 

Another  thing  is,  I  want  you  to  think  in  your  mind  when  you're  driving  along  a 
road  and  you  come  to  a  wide  stretch  of  beautiful  road  what  do  you  usually  do?   You 
usually  speed  up,  it's  a  nice  road,  you  wanna  go  faster,  it  encourages  that  sort 
of  action.   I  don't  know,  maybe  that's  just  me  but  I  see  alot  of  people  doing  that 
and  this  road  is  such  a  short  stretch,  like  someone  pointed  out  already  tonight, 
it  doesn't  seem  practical  to  funnel  everyone  in  to  a  4-lane  where  they  can  go  90 
mile  an  hour  and  then  back  down  to  a  2-lane.   I  think  it's  much  more  practical  to 
use  the  preferred  2-lane  with  the  wide  shoulders.   Another  image  I'd  like  to  put 
forward  is,  when  I  was  driving  up  here  tonight,  I  was  scared  to  death  because 
someone  came  right  up  behind  me  and  the  only  alternative  I  had  was  to  get  off  the 
road.   I  think  no  matter  how  many  lanes  you  have  shoulders  are  more  important 
because  it  gives  you  the  opportunity  to  get  out  of  some  crazy  person's  way  and 
that's  why  I  think  the  4-lane  with  the  4  foot  shoulder  isn't  adequate  and  the 
2-lane  with  the  wider  shoulder  seems  to  be  a  better  alternative  to  me. 

I  guess  in  conclusions  I'd  just  like  to  say  that  I  think  the  quality  of  all  life 
is  important  and  I'm  for  the  safety  of  everyone  and  for  the  quality  of  the  animals 
also  and  I  think  we  should  consider  that.  Oh,  ya ,  I  know  one  more  thing  I  wanted 
to  say.  If  you  look  up  here  in  these  pictures,  I  want  you  to  try  to  visualize  a 
bear  or  a  child  coming  to  the  edge  of  that  road,  the  4-lane  or  like  the  88  foot 
corridor,  and  tell  me  that  doesn't  have  a  greater  impact,  and  try  to  tell  me  that 
that  is  safer  for  a  child  to  cross.   I  just  can't  imagine  a  child  crossing  a  4-lane 
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highway  and  calling  it  safer  than  a  2-lane  because  in  a  2-lane  road  you  have  two 
things  to  concentrate  on  if  you're  a  child.   You  have  traffic  going  this  way  and 
traffic  going  this  way.   In  a  4-lane  road  you've  got  two  cars  going  this  way  and 
two  cars  going  this  way  and  there's  a  visibility  problem  if  both  of  those  cars  are 
just  lined  up  right  they  won't  see  the  child  trying  to  cross  the  road.   I  don't 
know.   That's  all  I  want  to  say.   Thank  you. 

D.  BARTSCH:   Okay.   Thank  you.   Mark  Skrotzki  and  Beth  Hodder,  H-O-D-D-E-R. 

M.  SKORTZKI :   My  name  is  Mark  Skrotzki;  I'm  a  registered,  licensed  professional 
engineer  practicing  traffic  safety,  traffic  highway  management,  and  highway 
finance,  and  I'm  from  Woody  Creek,  Colorado.   I've  examined,  at  the  request  of  the 
Canyon  Coalition,  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  on  this  project  and 
I've  chosen  to  limit  my  comments  to  three  particular  areas  of  that  document  and 
I'll  try  to  be  brief  in  lieu  of  the  hours.   I  will  talk  about  traffic  projections, 
traffic  safety,  and  costs  and  benefits. 

Going  through  this  document  I  noticed  the  most  extraordinarily  novel  method  of 
projecting  traffic  that  I've  ever  seen  in  eight  years  of  professional  engineering. 
To  make  sure  that  I  was  not  totally  surprised  I  went  and  consulted  a  research  aid 
computer  from  the  National  Academy  of  Sciences  and  they  spat  back  at  me  45 
different  methods  of  projecting  traffic  that  have  been  used  all  over  the  country 
and  I  can  assure  you  that  not  one  of  those  methods  bore  any  resemblance  whatsoever 
to  the  method  that  was  used  to  project  traffic.   Lex  Blood  basically  told  us  what 
was  wrong  with  it;  I  won't  go  into  it  any  further.   I  believe  that  the  novel 
method  was  used  strictly  to  mask  the  fact  that  if  you  look  in  the  EIS  you'll  find 
that  1981  traffic  is  the  lowest  amount  of  traffic  that  this  road  has  had  since 
1976.   Just  in  passing,  I'd  like  you  to  note  that  the  traffic  figures  used  in  the 
EIS  vary  significantly  with  the  data  that  was  entered  as  evidence  in  the  U.S. 
District  Court  in  1979.   I  think  if  this  ever  does  go  back  to  court  there  will  be 
some  difficulties  in  explaining  the  discrepency. 

Lastly,  as  far  as  traffic  projections  are  concerned,  it  is  inconsistent  with  other 
growth  projections  in  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement.   For  instance,  growth 
projections  of  population  are  approximately  22%,  the  economy  is  about  18%,  employ- 
ment patterns  by  the  largest  employers  in  this  region  are,  in  the  EIS,  dictated 
that  they  will  be  stable,  there  will  be  no  growth  whatsoever.   I  want  you  to  be 
careful  to  note  that  this  year,  while  park  visitations  increased  significantly, 
traffic  on  the  road  was  down  from  last  year.   We  do  not  have  a  correlation  between 
park  visitations  and  traffic  on  the  road.   As  a  matter  of  fact  it's  an  inverse 
correlation.   The  design  hour  volume,  which  is  magic  that  traffic  engineers  do 
with  mirrors,  was  changed  drastically  from  the  official  Montana  Department  of 
Highway  factors.   There  was  no  justification  whatsoever  listed  for  this  change. 
The  change  is  indefensible  and  it  does  describe  current  conditions.   The  official 
MDOH  factor,  from  data  in  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  does  indeed 
describe  the  traffic  that  we  have  in  this  corridor.   In  this  day  and  age  there  is 
no  reason  and  it  is  indefensible  to  change  it.   As  a  result  we  find,  and  we  will 
defend  in  court  if  necessary,  that  both  the  4-lane  highways,  the  special  design 
2-lane  highway,  and  even  the  44  foot  2-lane  road,  if  you  put  a  truck  lane  in  about 
three  areas,  all  essentially  have  the  same  levels  of  service.   We  also  find  that 
the  preferred  alternative  would  provide  capacity  to  have  a  level  of  service  be 
approximately  double  what  its  demand  will  ever  be.   To  build  such  a  unnecessary 
capacity  at  this  time  would  be  an  extraordinarily  uneconomic  use  of  the  scarce 
money  that  I  understand  is  in  the  State  of  Montana. 
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Traffic  safety?   The  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  on  page  124  says, 
"Information  on  accident  rates  by  type  of  highway  and  other  areas  is  limited".  I 
beg  to  differ  with  that;  that  statement  is  absolutely  not  true.   In  our  own 
professional  libraries  down  in  Woody  Creek,  Colorado,  we  have  over  a  dozen  studies 
that  will  give  this  particular  information.   My  best  guess  is  if  you  looked  through 
the  National  Information  Computer  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  you  could 
find  approximately  100  studies  detailing  this.  In  the  document  that  I  have  prepared 
for  submission,  I  will  not  read  it  to  you,  I  have  listed  six  different  studies  of 
those  which  were  the  easiest  ones.   They  had  summary  sheets,  I  could  simply  apply 
them  to  the  xerox  machine.   Every  one  of  those  studies  shows  that  the  narrow 
4-lane  has  a  accident  rate  of  1.2  to  2.3  times  higher  than  the  2-lane.   All  of  you 
are  entitled  to  your  opinions  of  the  safety  of  a  2-lane  versus  4-lane.   They  are 
just  that,  they  are  opinions.   The  facts,  on  the  other  hand,  indicate  that  it  just 
is  not  true  that  a  2-lane  is  safer  than,  is  more  dangerous  than  a  4-lane.   It  has 
never  been  true  that  a  4-lane  is  safer  than  a  2-lane.   It  never  will  be  true  that 
a  4-lane  is  safer  than  a  2-lane  unless  that  4-lane  happens  to  be  an  interstate 
type  highway  which  has  completely  divided  lanes  and  has  controlled  access.   With, 
lacking  those  two  things  you  will  have  a  higher  accident  rate.   It  has  been  docu- 
ment and  it  is  incontrovertible  that  that's  the  case. 

In  passing  I  just  want  to  note  that  the  South  Fork  Bridge  has  an  accident  rate 
four  times  higher  than  the  rest  of  the  road.  If,  in  fact,  you  really  wanted  to 
get  safety  up  here  you  would  concentrate  on  the  South  Fork  Bridge  now  and  deal 
with  the  rest  of  it  later. 

Cost  and  benefits?   Since  both  the  traffic  projections  and  the  traffic  safety  have 
been  changed,  the  cost  and  benefits  will  in  fact  be  different.   They're  not  signi- 
ficantly different  in  any  way,  shape,  or  form.   In  that  particular  case,  you  do  in 
fact  have  to  redo  the  design,  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statements.   I  would 
suggest  that  the  Montana  Department  of  Highways  do  this  before  it  gets  into  the 
Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement.   Otherwise  it  will  be  an  indefensible  docu- 
ment.  I  thank  you  very  much. 

D.  BARTSH:   Thank  you.   Okay,  and  thank  you  for  the   statement  also  submitted. 
Beth  H-0-D-D-E-R,  and  then  Sharlon  Willows. 

B.  HODDER:   Yes.   My  name  is  Beth  Hodder;  I'm  from  Columbia  Falls  and  I'd  like  to 
speak  basically  to  the  man  earlier  who  I  believe  was  from  local  400  from  Columbia 
Falls,  who  made  the  statement  about  the  number  of  jobs  that  would  be  created  as  a 
result  of  building  the  4-lane  road.    I  guess  basically  what  I  have  is  pretty  much 
a  questions  that  would  be,  a  question  that  I  would  ask  anybody  who  would  make  this 
sort  of  statement  and  that  is,  what  happens  to  the  economy  when  the  jobs  are  no 
longer  needed?   You  might  take  a  look  at  the  cities  of  Coram,  Hungry  Horse,  and 
Martin  City.   I  think  that  they  can  testify  as  to  what  can  happen  when  large 
numbers  of  jobs  are  created  for  a  short  term  basis.   The  building  of  the  Hungry 
Horse  Dam  had  a  significant  impact  on  those  three  cities  and  you  can  still  see 
this  pretty  much  today.  At  the  time  the  towns  were  booming  during  the  building  of 
the  dam  everything  was  fine  but  they  have  suffered  economically  as  a  result  of 
people  losing  jobs  when  the  dam  was  completed  and  when  people  moved  out.   And 
although  I  don't  see  the  highway  building  as  being,  as  having  that  much  of  an 
impact  as  the  building  of  the  dam  did,  I  don't  see,  also,  that  the  short  term  job 
benefit  is  viable  as  a  reason  for  building  a  4-lane  road.   My  own  reasons  for 
being  in  favor  of  the  2-lane  special  design  have  all  otherwise  been  previously 
stated. 

D.  BARTSCH:   Okay.   Thank  you  very  much.   Sharlon? 
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S.  WILLOWS:   Sharlon  Willows,  Coordinator  of  the  Coalition  for  Canyon  Preser- 
vation.  Methods  used  to  systematically  summarize  and  record,  especially  with 
regard  to  written  comments,  appear  inadequate.   CCP  presents  the  following 
examples  for  the  record.   No .  1 :   In  his  scoping  comment  of  April  27,  Senator  Max 
Baucus  stated,  "I  believe  that  it  is  incumbent  upon  the  agencies  involved  in  this 
project  to  select  that  approach  which  will  not  result  in  additional  pollution 
entering  the  middle  fork".   The  record  shows  that  Senator  Baucus'  comment  is  not 
listed  on  Consultant's  Summary  of  Written  Scoping  Comments.   The  Draft  EIS  demon- 
strates that  alternatives  to  setting  a  precedent  by  discharging  storm  water  runoff 
into  the  designated  middle  fork  were  not  considered.   Other  scoping  letters  also 
addressed  the  need  to  consider  alternatives. 

No.  2:   According  to  CCP's  analysis  of  the  scoping  process  and  results  the 
following  scoping  comments  were  among  the  approximately  130  letters  in  a  public 
file  which  were  not  tabulated  on  Consultant's  Summary  of  Written  Comments.  NPCA's 
letter  of  April  29th;  Skrotzkie  &  Associate's  letter  of  April  24th;  Environmental 
Information  Center,  Director  Don  Snow  letter  of  April  29th.  Apparently  a  substan- 
tial amount  of  scoping  comments  in  the  public  file  remain  unscoped  or  yet  to  be 
duly  considered. 

No.  3:   Failure  to  record  substantive  comments  received  during  preliminary 
analysis  on  Consultant's  Summary  of  Written  Comments.   Records  show  that  written 
comments  of  Kennis,  August  13th;  Skrotzki ,  August  10th;  McClellan,  August  3; 
Jonkel,  August  13;  and  Flathead  208,  August  17,  are  not  recorded  on  Consultant's 
Summary.   There  appears  to  be  little  indication  that  these  substantive  preliminary 
analysis  comments  were  duly  considered  or  addressed  in  the  Draft  EIS. 

No.  4:  Categorization  on  Consultant  Written  Comment  tally  sheet  appears  to  be 
inadequate  for  recording  significant  issues.  The  small  "other  category"  leaves 
unreasonable  room  for  summaries  for  substantive  comments. 

No .  5 :   An  analysis  of  all  written  scoping  comments  for  this  project  by  CCP  demon- 
strates that  55%  were  concerned  with  impacts  through  Glacier  National  Park  such  as 
urban  encroachment,  threats  to  general  scene  and  mammal  resource.  This  is  not 
reflected  in  the  significant  scoping  issues  or  the  Draft  EIS. 

No.  6:   MDOH,  FHWA  have  no  records  to  indicate  that  cooperating  agency  comments 
were  duly  considered.   In  particular,  U.S.  Fish  &  Wildlife  Services'  biological 
opinion  of  August  25th  recommending  a  2-lane  type  design,  and  Glacier  National 
Parks'  preliminary  draft  comment  of  September  25th,  Fish  &  Wildlife's  2-lane 
recommendation  and  Glacier  Park's  general  comments  were  not  specifically  addressed 
in  a  draft.   During  the  last  phase  of  the  EIS  process  CCP  hopes  to  fine  compre- 
hensive summries  and/or  reasonable  records  of  all  written  comments  in  a  Draft  EIS. 
And  most  of  all  we  expect  to  see  full  disclosure  in  the  Final. 

Regarding  the  4(f)  Statement.    Draft  EIS,  Section  4(f)  Determination,  apparently 
does  not  satisfy  legal  requirements  because  all  possible  planning  to  minimize  harm 
to  the  Hungry  Horse  parks  has  not  been  undertaken.   A  2-lane  design  would  reduce 
the  taking  of  park  land  while  providing  for  on-street  parking  for  access  to  the 
park  monuments  and  town  businesses.   The  Impact  of  no  on-street  parking  with  the 
66  foot  4-lane  alternative,  harmful  to  tourism  and  park  use,  was  not  mentioned  in 
the  Consultant's  socio-economic  study  or  the  Draft  EIS.   Why  not?   An  $11,000 
study  was  done  and  an  obvious  impact  was  left  out.   The  middle  town  park  landscape 
was  designed  in  the  50' s  by  Ervin  Lloyd,  Glacier  National  Park  Landscape  Architect, 
and  it's  centered  around  the  k\   ton  clearing  ball,  legend  monuments  and  perennial 
flower  gardens.   Figure  28  indicates  this  landscape  to  be  within  the  affected  area 
yet  no  mitigation  measures  are  provided  to  demonstrate  planning  to  minimize  harm. 
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Figure  28  provides  inadequate  graphics  of  Section  4(f)  resources  and  original  park 
boundaries.   A  scale  of  1"  equals  50'  is  necessary  to  adequately  demonstrate  the 
impacts  on  roadside  parks'  landscapes  and  the  difference  in  road  placement  of  the 
various  alternatives  in  relation  to  parkland  and  business  in  Hungry  Horse.   The 
4(f)  determination  is  contradictory  to  the  maximum  area  affected  indicated  on 
figure  28  and  further  omits  disclosure  of  the  amount  of  defacto  parkland  that  is 
to  be  taken  for  proposed  4-lane  construction  and  the  impact  of  this  action  on 
remaining  park  resources.   4(f)  statutes  indicate  that  protection  of  parkland  is 
to  be  given  paramount  importance.  The  Squalamie  Pass,  1-90,  court  case  demonstrated 
that  while  the  road  did  not  physically  incur  on  parkland  the  close  proximity  of 
the  road  constitutes  a  taking  of  parkland.   It  would  seem  evident  that  a  2-lane 
would  minimize  impacts,  direct  and  indirect,  by  providing  the  least  disruption. 
The  use  of  a  reasonable  10  to  12  foot  median  on  a  2-lane  town  design,  like  U.S. 
No.  2  east  of  Kalispell,  would  further  minimize  impacts  on  parklands  and  needs  to 
be  considered. 

One  more  brief  topic  here.   In  June,  CCP  and  National  Parks  and  Conservation  took 
a  firm  position  that  bald  eagle  use  of  Bad  Rock  Canyon  is  an  aggregate  of  the 
ecological  influences  and  external  conditions  affecting  this  highway  project,  and 
is  a  significant  related  environmental  factor  which  warrants  full  disclosure  in 
the  Draft  EIS.   A  geographical  entrance  to  the  highway  corridor,  the  Bad  Rock 
Canyon  area  lies  immediately  west  of  the  South  Fork  Bridge  in  the  town  of  Hungry 
Horse.   MDOH ,  FHWA  do  not  have  records  or  meeting  reports  to  demonstrate  consider- 
ation of  Riley  McClellan's  scientific  comment  dated  August  3,  1981.   We  hope  MDOH, 
FHWA  would  not  fail  to  recognize  extensive  legal  case  histoy  documenting  the  need 
for  an  EIS  to  respond  to  responsible  comments.   Riley  McClellan's  comments  on  bald 
eagles  are  not  reflected  in  the  Draft  EIS.   Although  the  Draft  EIS  states  that  an 
investigation  was  undertaken  "to  identify  the  wildlife  species  that  either  live  in 
or  migrate  through  the  project  area,  the  feeding  area  is  located  in  close  proximity", 
Bad  Rock  Canyon  or  its  eagle  feeding,  perching,  and  roosting  sites  were  not 
disclosed,  demonstrating  an  apparent  inadequacy  in  the  Biological  Assessment,  as 
well  as  the  Draft  EIS. 

Regarding  scoping  issue  no.  15,  use  of  a  regional  as  opposed  to  a  local  perspec- 
tive.  The  public  scoping  comments  on  record  at  MDOH  clearly  indicate  that 
regional  perspective  means  consideration  of  impacts  related  to  highway  development 
within  the  Glacier  Park  egosystem.   Responsible  comment  has  concluded  "we  must 
view  all  development  and  landscape  modification  projects  within  a  broad  context  if 
we  are  serious  about  perpetuating  suitable  habitat  for  the  bald  eagle.   Therefore, 
it  seems  logical  to  consider  the  Bad  Rock  Canyon  area  at  the  time  adjacent  road 
plans  are  being  evaluated". 

As  reflected  in  the  Biological  Opinion,  FHWA  has  stated  "no  highway  construction 
has  been  identified  or  planned  for  the  future  by  FHWA  or  MDOH  through  Bad  Rock 
Canyon,  an  area  where  construction,  should  it  occur,  may  affect  the  eagle". 
Please  note  that  HJR  56  passed  by  the  47th  Legislature  states,  "The  Department  of 
Highways  has  no  formal  planning  process  for  incorporating  long  and  short  range 
goals".   Although  the  Biological  Assessment  stated  that  increased  secondary 
development  will  adversely  affect  eagles,  conclusions  reached  in  the  Biological 
Assessment  apparently  did  not  consider  secondary  growth  as  significant.   The  Ninth 
Circuit's  opinion  specifically  found  that  secondary  impacts  must  be  addressed  in 
the  EIS.   Secondary  impacts  related  to  increased  development  was  scoped  as  signi- 
ficant issue  no.  5  in  the  Draft  EIS,  and  possible  degredation  of  natural  environ- 
ment corridor  was  scoped  as  no.  11  significant  issue.   These  significant  scoping 
issues,  as  well  as  the  appropriate  regional  scope  issue,  apparently  have  not  been 
applied  in  considerations  of  all  the  use  of  the  middle  fork  and  Bad  Rock  Canyon, 
part  of  an  important  migration  corridor.   This  issue  requires  full  disclosure  in 
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the  Final  EIS.   Also,  please  note  that  scoping  was  not  listed  in  the  index  and 
this  needs  to  be  corrected.   Thank  you  very  much. 

D.  BARTSCH:   Thank  you.   We  received  a  few  questions.   Did  you  guys  sort  them  out 
over  there?   There  were  two  questions  that  kind  of  pertained  to  the  same  thing 
and,  if  possible,  we  can  address  them. 

UNIDENTIFED:   Could  I  take  a  minute  to  answer  that  lady  on  that  Local  400... 
(inaudible) 

D.  BARTSCH:   No  thanks.   I  don't  think  that'd  be  appropriate  that  you'd  try  to 
answer  her.   Her  statement  was  input  into  the  hearing,  as  was  yours.   We'll  try  to 
take  it  accordingly  rather  than  getting  you  up  to  try  to  answer  her.  Thanks  anyway. 
Let's  deal  with  these  couple  of  questions.   You  wanna  kinda  paraphrase  them  and 
then....   Was  your  questions  in  there?   Didn't  you  have  a  question  that  you  want 
to  pose? 

UNIDENTIFIED:   Ya ,  but  I  didn't  put  it  in. 

D.  BARTSCH:   Okay.   We'll  touch  on  these  and  see  if  it's  covered,  okay.   Barry? 

B.  DAMSCHEN:   Well  I've  got  one  question  here.   Its  says,  or  it  asks  how  many 
accidents  with  drinking  also  had  speeding?   We've  got  those  records  in  our  files, 
however,  it  wasn't,  we  don't  have  that  summarized  that  way  in  the  EIS,  so  whoever 
gave  me  that,  sent  up  that  comment,  could  I  get  your  name  and  we  will  respond  back 
to  you?   Maybe  they  went  home.   How  many  accidents  with  drinking  also  involved 
speeding? 

D.  BARTSCH:    Is  this  double  question  there,  possibly  the  name  of  that.... 

B.  DAMSCHEN:   Ya ,  Lydia  Weadon.   Is  she  present?   Would  you,  it's  kind  of  tough  to 
read  your  writing.   Would  you  please  maybe  rephrase  this  question,  or  maybe  come 
up  and  interpret  it  for  us? 

D.  BARTSCH:   Excuse  me.   I'd  like  to  have  you  use  the  mike,  please. 

L.  WEADON:   I  just,  my  question  is,  would  the  88  foot  4-lane  increase  the  safety 
at  the  South  Fork  Bridge? 

D.  BARTSCH:   It's  related,  I  know 

B.  DAMSCHEN:   Okay.   Basically,  as  I  mentioned  in  my  presentation,  for  the  88  foot 
wide  4-lane  as  well  as  the  60  foot  4-lane,  the  way  the  design  is  set  right  now  we 
would  drop  off,  in  the  westbound  2  lanes  we  would  drop  off  one  lane  back  about  5th 
or  6th  street,  so  there  would  be  a  good  transition.   So,  there  shouldn't  be  any 
difference  in  accident  rates  approaching  the  bridge  for  either  that  2-lane  or  the 
4-lane  alternatives. 

UNIDENTIFED:   It  wouldn't  make  any  difference,  then? 

B.  DAMSCHEN:   No.   Right. 

D.  BARTSCH:   Okay,  and  then  you  got  this  other  one  squared  away?  Tom,  was  there 
one  or  two  others  there  that  you  may  be  able  to  comment  on? 

T.  BARNARD:   Yes.   One  question  we  received  was,  considering  this  slide  showing  21 
accident  occurring  on  or  around  the  South  Fork  Bridge,  why  is  this  bridge  not 
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included  in  the  highway  project?   Does  the  Highway  Department  consider  it  adequate? 
Well,  I  guess  the  easiest  way  to  answer  that  is  by  referring  to  page  152  of  the 
Draft  EIS.   It  states  in  there  the  South  Fork  Bridge  has  a  large  number  of  single 
caused  accidents.   Basically,  icy  conditions  that  have  a  high  potential  for  correction. 
The  delineation  project  recently  completed  shows  some  decrease  in  accidents  at 
this  location  already.   This  bridge  location  will  be  evaluated  further  to  see  if 
it  is  an  appropriate  location  for  an  additional  highway  safety  project. 

Another  question  we  received  is,  who  makes  the  final  decision  on  the  highway? 
That  final  decision  is  made  by  both  the  Department  of  Highways  and  the  Federal 
Highway  Administration,  and  that  is  basically  done  when  they  approve  the  Final 
Environmental  Impact  Statement.   The  Director,  I  guess,  within  the  Department 
makes  the  decision  there,  and  someone  within  FHWA.   I  believe  also,  although  I'm 
not  sure,  that  the  Highway  Commission  also  approves  it. 

D.  BARTSCH:   Was  that  all  the  questions  that  we  received?   Okay.   A  couple  of 
other  pieces  of  information.   I'll  remind  you,  written  statements  can  be  received 
by,  I  think  we  set  the  date,  what,  the  30th  of  the  month.   If  we  receive  written 
statements  by  the  30th  we'll  include  those  in  the  transcript.  Any  of  these  reports 
that  were  referred  to,  if  we  don't  have  them  here  directly,  are  avialable  for 
review  at  either,  hopefully,  our  Kalispell  Office.  If  not,  he  can  get  them  from  us 
from  Helena.   I'll  remind  you  again,  if  anybody  did  not  sign  one  of  those  sheets 
of  attendence,  please  sign  those.  I  think  that  is  all.   To  those  of  you  hardy 
souls  who  remained  here  until  quarter  after  twelve,  I  thank  you  very  very  much  for 
all  of  your  input  and  your  participation.   Good  night. 


pz/339B 
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ADDENDUM 


The  following  is  an  outline  and  summary  of  written  statements 
received  by  the  Department  in  connection  with  this  project.   The 
originals  are  on  file  in  the  Public  Hearings  office.   A  special 
appendix  to  the  Final  EIS  will  be  available  at  a  later  date. 
This  appendix  will  include  copies  of  written  comments. 

I.  Several  lengthy  reports/reviews  were  submitted: 

1.  Coalition  for  Canyon  Preservation 

Text  of  Public  Hearing  Testimony 

Their  analysis  of  the  scoping  process  and  a  peti- 
tion "...  more  than  1400  sign  ..." 

Their  analysis  of  the  DEIS  -  citinq  inadequate  and 
insufficient  information  in  many  areas. 
Individual  cards  or  letters  regarding  points  of 
concern. 

2.  Skrotzki  Associates 

Report  on  review  of  DEIS,  with  specific  comments  on 
traffic  counts,  projections,  traffic  safety  and  cost 
benefits. 

3.  Flathead  Energy  Council 

Cited  several  items  in  DEIS  needing  to  be  more  specific 
and  detailed. 

4.  Jonkel  &  Kemmis,  Attorneys 

Review  of  DEIS  and  4(f)  in  relation  to  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act;  the  Wild  and  Scenic  River  Act; 
and  legal  interpretations  thereof. 

II.  Several  letters  came  from:   local  public  servants,  local 
organizations,  environmental  groups,  and  the  like. 

(Alphabetical  list  of  authors  attached.) 

Ill*   Letters  from  the  general  public  totaled  133 
(Alphabetical  list  of  the  authors  attached.) 


IV.   Two  petitions  were  submitted: 

24  names  of  Glacier  Park  employees 
(Exhibit  A  for  petition  text) 


1243  names  by  actual  count,  were  submitted  by  the  CCP. 
(Exhibit  B  for  petition  text) 


244  preprinted  cards  were  received. 
(Exhibit  C  for  sample) 

983  preprinted  form  letters. 

(Exhibits  D  and  E  for  samples) 


V.   210+  people  attended  the  public  hearing.   Fifty-four  spoke. 
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SECTION  II  LIST 


Amer.  Wilderness  Alliance 
4260  E.  Evans  Ave. 
Suite  8 
Denver,  CO   80222 

Gary  W.  Bennett 
Representative  Dist.  15 
P.O.  Box  92 
Whitefish,  MT   59937 

Columbia  Falls  Ambulance  Assoc, 

P.O.  Box  1 

Columbia  Falls,  MT   59912 

Aubyn  Curtiss 
Representative  Dist.  20 
P.O.  Box  216 
Fortine,  MT   59918 

Roger  H.  Elliott 

Senator  Dist.  8 

P.O.  Box  R 

Columbia  Falls,  MT   59912 

Flathead  Audubon  Soc.  & 

MT  Audubon  Council 
ATTN:   David  Hudak 
3100  Highway  35 
Bigfork,  MT   59911 

Flathead  County  Safety  Council 
P.O.  Box  1011 
Kalispell,  MT   59901 

Flathead  Drainage  208  Project 
723  -  7th  Ave.  E. ,  Room  402 
Kalispell,  MT   59901 

Flathead  Electric  Coop,  Inc. 
510  LaSalle  Road 
Kalispell,  MT   59901 

Flathead  National  Forest 
1935  Third  Avenue  E. 
P.O.  Box  147 
Kalispell,  MT   59901 

Friends  of  Umpqua 
P.O.  Box  633 
Reedsport,  OR   97467 

Helena  Bicycle  Club 
P.O.  Box  725 
Helena,  MT   59624 


Montana  Audubon  Council 
2110  Bradbrook  Court 
Billings,  MT   59102 

Montana  Environmental  Info 

Center 
P.O.  Box  1184 
Helena,  MT   59624 

Montana  Highway  Patrol 
1286  Burns  Way 
Kalispell,  MT   59901 

Montana  Wilderness  Assoc. 

P.O.  Box  1612 

Columbia  Falls,  MT   59912 

Nat'l.  Parks  &  Cons.  Assoc. 
1701  Eighteenth  St.,  N.W. 
Washington,  D.C.   20009 

U.S.  Dept.  of  Agriculture 
Forest  Service 
Federal  Building 
Missoula,  MT   59801 

U.S.  Dept.  of  the  Interior 
Office  of  the  Secretary 
Bldg.  67,  Room  688 
Denver  Federal  Center 
Denver,  CO   80225 

U.S.  Dept.  of  the  Army 
Seattle  Dist.  Corps  of  Engr. 
P.O.  Box  C-3755 
Seattle,  WA    98124 

U.S.  Environmental  Protection 

Agency 
Region  VIII 
1860  Lincoln  Street 
Denver,  CO   80295 

The  Wilderness  Society 
Northern  Rockies  Reg.  Off. 
107  W.  Lawrence 
P.O.  Box  1184 
Helena,  MT   59624 

Mel  Wollan 
Flathead  Co.  Comm. 
Flathead  County  Courthouse 
Kalispell,  MT   59901 
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SECTION  III  LIST 


Allen,  Ron 

Highway  40  East 

P.O.  Box  42 

Columbia  Falls,  MT.  59912 

Anderson,  Oscar  &  Betty 
110-3  Van  Sant  Road 
Columbia  Falls,  MT  59912 

Andrews ,  Jr. ,  James 
6106  Edgewood  Terrace 
Alexandria,  VA  22307 

Austin,  Briggs,  &  Alice 
4741  Sundown  Road 
Missoula,  MT.  59801 

Babcock,  Roy  &  Isabel 
1404  Columbia  Drive 
Columbia  Falls,  MT  59912 

Baker,  Bill  &  Lorraine 
35  Burlington  Ave. 
Billings,  MT  59101 

Blades,  Roger  &  Betty 

P.O.  Box  61 

West  Glacier,  MT  59936 

Blair,  Barbara 

P.O.  Box  207 

West  Glacier,  MT  59936 

Bones,  Janet  &  Stan 
P.O.  Box  372 
Bigfork,  MT  59911 

Bonham,  Janice  L. 
2414  Raymond 
Missoula,  MT   59802 

Breneman,  Rex  &  Iola 
P.O.  Box  131 
Coram,  MT  59912 

Brewer,  W.D.  &  Jacqueline 

Drawer  T 

Lakeside,  MT  59922 

Bromley,  Don 

P.O.  Box  55 

West  Glacier,  MT  59936 


Brown,  Tom  R. 

808  Pine  CreekDrive 

Greenville,  SC  29605 

Bruce,  Wm.  G. 

505  -  7th  Ave. West 

Columbia  Falls,  MT  59912 

Burgess,  Don 
P.O.  Box  246 
Florence,  MT  59833 

Burkhart,  Kathy  &  Roy 
P.O.  Box  73 
Bigfork,  MT.  59911 

Cabana,  Ralph  E. 
133  Vernon  Street 
Norwood,  MA  02062 

Cain,  A.  L.  (Tex)  &  Fran 

Box  403 

Hungry  House, MT  59919 

City  Service  Center, 
ATTN:  Dave  Waatti 
P.O.Box  1 
Kalispell ,  MT  59901 

Clark,  S.  E. 
P.O.  Box  276 
Seeley  Lake,  MT  59868 

Colvin,  Margaret 
1220  W.  28th  St. ,  #15 
Los  Angeles,  CA  90007 

Crissman,  Philip  H. 
P.O.  Box  7848 
Missoula,  MT  59807 

Crook  JEffrey 
27691  SE  Haley  Road 
Boring,  OR  97009 

Cunningham,  Grant  &  Laura 
142  Glacier  Avenue 
P.O.  Box  327 
West  Glacier,  MT  59936 

Cunningham,  Kathy 

P.O.Box  103 

Swan  Lake,  MT  59911 
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SECTION  III   LIST 


Dakin,  MR.   &  Mrs.   William  J 
P.O.   Box  215 
Coram,  MT     59913 

Dal imata, John  &  Ruth 

P.O.  Box'368 

West  Glacier,  MT  59936 

DeBolt,  Ann 

125  S.  4th  E.,  #3 

Missoula,  MT  59801 

Dennhardt,  Sandra  Theanne 
P.O.  Box  96 
Rantoul  ,  IL  61866 

DeVries,  Herbert 
P.O.  Box  34F 
Poison,  MT  59860 

Dillon,  Leslie 

P.O.  Box  3 

Hungry  Horse,  MT  59919 

Di Marco,  Jerry 
21  North  8th 
Bozeman,  MT  59715 

Fielder,  Ken 
P.O.  Box  1092 
Whitefish,  MT  59937 

Fisher,  Ray  &  Dorothy 
P.O.  Box  224 
Coram,  MT  59913 

Flowers,  May  re 
Farm  to  Market  Road 
Whitefish,  MT  59937 

Fossler,  Paul  &  Luana 
P.O.  Box  203 
Coram,  MT  59913 

Franklin,  Merton  &  Eleanor 
P.O.  Box  222 
Coram,  MT  59913 

Ga rvey,  Mary  Ann 
1305  State  Park  Rd. 
Whitefish,  MT  59937 

Gatiss,  Robert  H. 
1790  Mont.  35-R5 
Kali  spell,  MT  59901 


Gerloff,  Robert  &  Rachel 
1104  South  3rd  Street 
Hamilton,  MT  59840 

Green  Charles  K. 
Green  Realty 
P.O.  Box  84 
Coram,  MT  59913 

Gretyinger,  Steve 
4546  Harbord 
Toledo,  OH  43623 

Grigg,  MElvin  &  Pat 
1205  -4th  Ave.  West 
Columbia  Falls,  MT  59912 

Hammer,  Gerald  &  Lillian 

P.O.  Box  113 

West  Glacier,  MT  59936 

Hanks,  Donald 

&  Jamey  Willows 

P.O.  Box  777 

Hungry  Horse,  MT   59919 

Hanson,  Edwin  &  Viola 
P.O.  Box  5 
Coram,  MT  59913 

Hoffmann,  Mary  L. 
313*5  South  9th  Ave. 
Yakima,  WA  98902 

Horowitz,  Ellen 
Polebridge,  MT  59928 

Hubbard,  Mr.  &  Mrs.  Charles  E 
611  Alder  Avenue 
Shelby  ,  MT   59474 

Hunger,  Bill 

229  NW  Canyon  Creek  Road 

Hamilton,  MT  59840 

I vers,  Mr.  &  Mrs.  E.  B. 
P.O.  Box  662 
Eureka,  MT  59917 

I  vers.  Thomas  &  Debra 

P.O.  Box  304 

West  Glacier,  MT  59936 

Johnson,  Margel  R. 
Route  2,  Box  300 
River  Falls,WI  54022 


SECTION  III  LIST 


Keller,  Jane 

800  Calhoun  Avenue 

Greenwood,  SC  29646 

Kelly,  Steven 

P.O.  Box  103 

Swan  Lake,  MT  59911 

Kickhusch,  Roy  &  Lucille 
P.O.  Box  104 
Coram,  MT  59913 

Kreck,  Loren  L. 

P.O.  Box  536 

Columbia  Falls,  MT   59912 


Mteek  Elizabeth 

R.R.  2 

Mt.  Vernon,  IL  62864 

Miller,  Glen  L. 

9920  School  house  Rd.  RR 

Canal  Winchester, PA  43110 

Milner,  Doris 

NW  75  Rickette  Road 

Hamilton,  MT  59840 

Moran,  Al 

490  -  6th  Ave.  E.N. 

Columbia  Falls  MT  59912 


Ladenburg,  Jennie 

P.O.  Box  114 

Columbia  Falls,  MT   59912 

LaFrance,  Herbert  J. 
645  Conrad  Dr.  ,  Lot  8 
Kali  spell,  MT  59901 

Larkin,  Michael 

534  Eddy 

Missoula,  MT  59801 

Lessley,  MR.  &  Mrs.  James 

126  Third  Ave.  E. 

P.O.  Box396 

Columbia  Falls,  MT  59912 

Lundgren,  Everett  &  Margaret 
P.O.  Box  236 
Coram,  MT  59913 

Manning,  Gary 
P.O.  Box  754 
Osburne,  ID  83873 

Martin,  Ronald  &  Li  Hi  Ann 

P.O.  Box  647 

Columbia  Falls,  MT  59912 

Martineau,  Linden  P. 
7011  Connecticut  Ave. 
Chevy  Chase,  MD  20015 

McKee,  David  &  Arline 

P.O.  Box  35 

West  Glacier,  MT  59936 


Moran,  Rose 

Columbia  Falls,  MT  59912 

Morgan,  Elizabeth  L. 

P.O.  Box  101 

Kali  spell,  MT  59901 

Morgan,  Robert  E. 

639  Main  Road,  Hanover  Green 

Wilkes-Barre,  PA  18702 

Morley,  Gregorv  &  Anne 

P.O.  Box  147 

Swan  Lake,  MT  59911 

Morrow,  Brent 

663  North  Juniper  Bay 

Somers,  MT   59932 

Moylan,  Tom  J. 
1501  Khanabad  Way 
Missoula,  MT  59802 

Nadeau,  M.  Steven 
102  Woodland 
Whitefish,  MT  59937 

Nicholon,  Steven 
265  Rhodes  Draw 
Kali  spell,  MT  59901 

Ober,  Michael  J. 
696  North  Main 
P.O.  Box  1174 
Kali  spell,  MT   59901 
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Oset,  Robert 
320  Lost  Horse 
Hamilton,  MT  59840 

Ostheimer,  Anthoney  Mcllvain 

Ross  Ranch 

P.O.  Box  145,  Rt.  1 

St.  Ignatius,  MT  59865 

Peacock,  Douglas 
7600  Gallatin  #5 
Bozeman,  MT  59715 

Pitman,  Maureen  A. 
P.O.  Box  174 
Coram,  MT  59913 

Red  Eagle  Ranch, 
ATTN:  Jack  Holterman 
P.O.  Box  72 
West  Glacier,  MT  59936 

Reymolds ,  Lester  C. 
491  Eckel  berry  Drive 
Columbia  Falls,  MT  59912 

Ridenour,  Tom 

P.O.  Box  338 

West  Glacier,  MT  59936 

Rinck,  Bill 
&  Vicki  Byrd 
P.O.  Box  106 
Coram,  MT   59913 

RoDerts,  Michael 

40  E.  Navada 

Kali  spell  ,  MT   59901 

Rosenbaum,  Mrs.  Randy 
1255  Frontage  Rd. 
Columbia  Falls,  MT   59912 

Ruder,  Mel 

P.O.  Box  1389 

Columbia  Falls,  MT  59912 

Scanlin,  Betsy 

&  Jeff  B.  Anderson 

P.O.  Box  821 

Red  Lodge,  MT  59068 

Saurey,  Gordon 

P.O.  Box  608 

Columbia  Falls,  MT   59912 


Schweitzer,  Gary  J. 

P.O.  Box  146 

West  Glacier,  MT  59936 

Scwickert,  Randey  K. 
Attorney  at  Law 
P.O.  Box  947 
Whitefish,  MT.  59945 

Serra,  Ray  &  Ingrid 
P.O.  Box  25 
Coram,  MR.  59913 

Short  ,  Monica 
P.O.  Box  102 
Coram,  MT  59913 

Sloan,  Martha  M. 

P.O.  Box  26 

West  Glacier,  MT   59936 

Snyder,  Elaine 
P.O.  Box  112 
Kila,  MT  59920 

Stevens,  Richard  &  Patricia 

P.O.  Box  265 

West  Glacier,  MT  59936 

Stoltze  Land  &  Lumber  Co. 
ATTN:  R.  Buentemeier 
P.O.  Box  490 
Columbia  Falls,  MT   59912 

Strong,  Laura 

22  -  1st  St.  West 

Kali  spell,  MT   59901 

Sullivan,  Roger 
Farm  to  Market  Road 
Whitefish,  MT   59937 

Swanson,  Harvey  &  Nancy 
P.O.  Box  501 
Whitefish,  MT  59937 

Swanson,  John  R. 
P.O.  Box  922 
Berkeley,  CA  94701 

Swenson,  Chuck 

821  -  1st  Ave.  East 

Kali  spell,  MT  59901 
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Tesar,  Christopher  &  Cheryl 

P.O.  Box  81 

Hungry  House,  MT  59919 

Thorniley,  Ethel  W. 
18653  Schoenherr 
Detroit,  MI  48205 

Twanley,  MR.  &  Mrs.  M.E. 

P.O.  Box  98 

West  Glacier,  MT   59936 

Van  Valkenburg,  Carl 
935  -  6th  Ave.  West 
Kali  spell ,  MT  59901 

Vekasi ,  J.  M. 

P.OL  Box  25 

West  Glacier,  MT  59936 

Vodehanl ,  Gary 
102  Woodland 
Whitefish,  MT  59937 


Willians.  Frances 

700  -  7th  St. ,  Apt.  208 

Columbia  Falls,  MT  59912 

Williams,  Rebecca  R. 

P.O.  Box  351 

West  Glacier,  MT  59936 

Williams,  Williard 
Coram,  MT   59913 

Wilson,  Dick 

2111  Nimitz  Drive 

Des  Plaines,  IL  60018 

Young,  Brent  &  Tereasa 
P.O.  Box  73 
Silvana,  WA  98287 

Young,  Janet  K. 

P.O.  Box  622 

Columbia  Falls,MT     59912 


Wagner,  Beryl 

P.O.  Box  342 

Hungry  Horse,  MT   59919 

Walker,  E.  Perot 
3009  Park  Avenue. 
Lafayette  Hill ,  PA  19444 

Weichler,  Charles  W. 
225  Addison  Street 
Missoula,  MT   59801 

Wendlick,  Sheri 

Hungry  Horse,  MT  59919 

Wheeler,  Wm.  E. 
15  -  3rd  Ave.  East 
Kalispell,  MT  59901 

Whirry,  Walt  &  Helen 
644  Wild  River  Rd. 
P.O.  Box  385 
West  Glacier,  MT  59936 


Widener  II,  George  D. 
1010  Haskill  Basin  Rd. 
Whitefish,  MT  59937 

Wilham,  Mary 
P.O.  Box  177 
Clancy,  MT  59634 
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Department  of  Highways 
Pub  I ic  Heari  ngs  Un  i  t 
2701  Prospect  Ave. 
Helena,  MT   59601 
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It  became  apparent  at  the  November  10,  1901  meeting  concerning  the  reconstruction 
of  Highway  No.  2  that  some  individuals  felt  that  because  the  management  of  Glacier 
National  Park  endorsed  a  Special  Design  Two  Lane  Highway  that  all  employees  feel 
that  way  also.   Not  true! 

Many  of  the  employees  working  at  Glacier  National  Park  believe  that  a  four  lane 
highway  is  the  only  acceptable,  safe  and  responsible  design  for  the  West  Glacier 
to  Hungry  Horse  reconstruction  project.   In  addition  we  strongly  recommend  the 
reconstruction  and  continuation  of  a  four  lane  highway  from  Hungry  Horse  to 
Columbia  Falls  as  scon  as  possible. 

Thank   you. 

S  i  ncere I y , 
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r 


PROTECT 


Glacier  National  Park 

The  State  of  the  r*<i  j~1>_^.  report  demonstrates  that  Glacier  National  Park  is  the  single  most 
tin oatened  unit  of  our  National  Parks  System.    This  report  underscores  the  relationship  be- 
tween external  encroachment  factors  and  the  basic  well-being  of  our  national  parks. 

We  believe  that  the  Montana  Department  of  Highways'  original  plan  for  a  4  lane  urban 
highway  at  the  west  entrance  to  Glacier  Park  v.  ill  entourage  urban  encroachment  adjacent 
10  this  important  World  Biosphere  Reserve,  and  is  therefore  not  in  the  public  interest. 

We  believe  that  the  Ninth  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals'  finding  that  "the  alternative  of  an 
i  •:\p!  ovd  and  widened  2 -lane  facility  was  both  reasonable  and  obvious"  indicates  the 
aopropi  late  course  of  action  for  this  highway  project. 
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Prepared  by  the 
Coalition  for  Canyon  Preservation 

BOX    422 

HUNGRY    HORSE.    MONTANA      59919 

ASSOCIATED  ORGANIZATION 

National  Parks  &  Conservation  Association 
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Dear  Director  Wicks, 

I  prefer  i  2-lane  highway  design  at  (he  U.S.  «2  west  entrance  to  Glacier  National  Park,  and 
believe  that  MDOH  must  reconsider  the  4-lane  prelerred  alternative  and  the  propcrsal  to  discharge 
stormwater  runoff  into  the  Middlefork  ol  the  Flathead  Wild  &  Scenic  River. 

The  draft  US  demonstrates: 

1)  thai  both  the  GO  ft.  4-lane  and  the  2-lane  alternatives  provide  "reasonable  salety." 

2)  a  4-lane  design  will  have  more  adverse  impact  on  the  environment  adjarent  Glacier  National 
Park,  creating  a  barrier  effect  to  the  threatened  Gri/fly  and  elk 

i)    the  06  It    4-lane  design  means  no  un-sueet  parking  in  the  Canyon  towns 

I  am  concerned  because  the  draft  flS  does  not  recognize  specific  threats  to  Glacier  Park 
Kesoutces  that  were  scoped  by  the  public  .sue  h  as  urban  encroachment  and  threats  to  general  scene 
and  mammal  resource  The  linal  US  should  recognize  Uadrock  Onyon's  Bald  fagle  perching  and 
feeding  sites. 
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To  whom  it  may  concern", 

This  is  to  certify  support  of  the  proposed  88  foot  four  lane 
highway  to  be  built  along  U.  S.  #2  between  Hungry  Horse,  Mt  and  West 
Glacier, Mt  for  the  following  reasons: 

1.  Safe  adequate  traffic  flow  for  all 

2.  To  avoid  any  further  delay  in  the  proposed  construction 

3.  To  avoid  any  further  expense  in  the  proposed  construction 

4.  To  avoid  any  further  reconstruction  of  #2  in  the  near  future 


Thank  you , 
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TO:   Stephen  C.  Kologi,  Chief 
Preconstruc tion  Bureau 
Montana  Department  of  Highways 
2701  Prospect 
Helena,  Montana  59620 
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MY  COMMENT  ABOUT  THE  DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  .STATEMENT  FOR 
THE  WEST  GLACIER  HUNGRY  HORSE  PROJECT  F  1  -  2  (3)  142. 

MY  STAND  IS  TO  BUILD  THE  ORIGINAL  38  FOOT  WIDE  FOUR  LANE  HIGHWAY 
CONSIST1NG  OF  TWO  irQ  FOOT  TRAVEL  LANES  AND  A  10  FOOT  SHOULDER  IN 
EACH  DIRECTION  WITH  A  20  FOOT  PAVED  MEDIAN. 
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